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JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REORGANIZATION 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DE., Tuesday, June 14, 1983. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:45 a.m., in room 
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bill Nichols (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HOPS. BILL NICHOLS, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE FROM ALABAMA, CHAIRMAN, INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOM- 
MITTEE 
Mr. Nichols.  The subcommittee will come to order. 
Let me state to the witness and those in attendance that we have 

a good bit of competition this morning for members. The Democrat- 
ic Caucus is being held at this hour and the Budget Committee is 
meeting. We appreciate Mr. Kazen's attendance, and we will p ro -  
ceed. 

In early 1982, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and Gen. 
David C. Jones, who was then the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, appeared before the Committee on Armed Services in a 
closed hearing on the fiscal year 1983 budget. During that hearing, 
General Jones revealed that he believed there were fundamental 
flaws in the structure of the Joint Chiefs of Staff which prevented 

joined by Gen. Edward C. Meyer, the Army Chief of Staff, in his 
condemnation of the JCS organization. 
Prompted by these unprecedented criticisms from incumbent 

members of the JCS. the Investigations Subcommittee conducted a 
comprehensive inquiry into the matter later in 1982. Those hear- 

lems identified during the hearings. The bill was reported y the 
Committee on Armed Services and passed the House. It died in the 
Senate at the close of the 97th Congress. 

A crucial factor miming last year was an expression of the ad- 
ministration's position on JCS reorganization. This year the admin- 
istration has developed such a p o s i t i o n  and submitted a legislative 
proposal for our consideration. 

Recently, Secretary Weinberger met informally with several 
members of the Investigations Subcommittee and explained the ad- 
ministration proposal. Subsequently, Secretary Weinberger sent 
the subcommittee a letter for the record formally explaining the 

roposal. Without objection, Secretary Weinberger's letter and re- 

it from performing adequately. Subsequently, General Jones was 

ings resulted in a bill intended to overcome the most pressing prob- t 

(1) 
lated documents will be entered in the record. 
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Today, the Investigations Subcommittee resumes its examination 
of the organization of the national military command structure. In 
effect, we have before us three alternatives: The administration’s 
proposal, last year’s bill, and a more far-reaching measure ad- 
vanced by the Honorable Ike Skelton of Missouri. 

In exploring these alternatives, the members of the subcommit- 
tee should recall that the bill we reported last year was criticized 
as being too modest to overcome the problems identified by a ma- 
jority of the witnesses during the many weeks in which we received 
testimony last year. Yet the administration’s proposal before us is 
much more timid than our 97th Congress bill. We shall need to 
find out why the administration believes that the few changes it is 
recommending will correct the rather fundamental flaws identified 
in the hearings last year. 
On the other hand, we will need to explore with Representative 

Skelton and, later, Gen. Maxwell Taylor why we should dissolve 
the present organization and start over, as they propose, without 
first attempting more moderate remedies within the present frame- 
work. 

Our first witness this morning will be Representative Skelton. 
Members of the subcommittee have copies of his bill in their fold- 
ers. It is H.R. 2560, the Military Command Reorganization Act of 
1983. 

The bill incorporates a number of the proposals advanced by w i t -  
nesses who appeared before the subcommittee last year. I want to 
commend Representative Skelton at this time for recognizing an 
area of our defense posture where improvement may be needed 
and working diligently to insure that result. 

After Representative Skelton is finished, the subcommittee will 
hear from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

[Following are documents detailing the proposals discussed in 
Chairman Nichol’s opening statement. ] 

Letter, May 19, 1988, from Secretary of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger to the 
Honorable Bill Nichols supporting the administration’s legislative proposal on the 
organization of the Joints Chiefs of Staff. 

Letter, April 18, 1983, from General Counsel of the Department of Defense Wil- 
liam H. Taft, IV to Speaker of the House of Representatives Honorable Thomas P. 
O’Neill, Jr. with the following attachments: (1) a draft bill to amend Title 10 with 
respect to the organization of the Joints Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Staff; (2) sec- 
tional analysis of the draft bill. Note: The draft administration bill, when intro- 
duced, became H.R. 3145 dated May 25, 1983. 

Investigations Subcommittee bill, 97th Congress, H.R. 6954, August 10, 1982, cited 
as the “Joint Chiefs of Staff Reorganization Act of 1982.” 
Speech by the Honorable Richard C. White, Chairman, investigations Subcommit- 

tee, Committee on Armed Services, 97th Congress, Congressional Record, August 16, 
1982, explaining the legislative intent of H.R. 6954. 

Bill introduced by the Honorable Ike Skelton, April 14, 1983, H.R 2560, cited as 
the “Military Command Reorganization Act of 1983.” 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

W A S H I N G T O N  THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Honorable B i l l  Nichols  
Chairman, I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  Subcommittee 
C o m m i t t e e  on Armed Services 
House of Represen ta t ives  
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear M r .  Chairman: 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  l e g i s l a t i v e  proposa l  on the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  of t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  of S t a f f  (JCS) r e p r e s e n t s  
a n  i m p o r t a n t  Defense i n i t i a t i v e .  Its impor t ance  d e r i v e s  n o t  
o n l y  f r o m  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  changes i t  recommends, bu t  also 
from those it does  n o t  recommend. 

It may be u s e f u l  to review b r i e f l y  a t  t h e  o u t s e t  t h e  
e v e n t s  t h a t  l e d  up to  the  Department's p roposa l .  

Both t h o  Congress 's  and the  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  i n t e r e s t  
i n  the organ iza t ion  and o p e r a t i o n  of  t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  of 
S t a f f  was s t i m u l a t e d  d u r i n g  the 97 th  Congress by t h e  proposa ls  
of General David C. Jones  f o r  mod i f i ca t ions  i n  t h e  s t a t u t e s  
governing t h e  a u t h o r i t y  and o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  JCS.  Th i s  
d i s t i n g u i s h e d  o f f i c e r ,  who was concluding e i g h t  y e a r s  o f  
s e r v i c e  as a member of t h e  JCS,  reviewed t h e  o p e r a t i o n  of 
t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  of  S t a f f  based on h i s  many years of m i l i t a r y  
service. H i s  e v a l u a t i o n  w a s  accompanied by s e v e r a l  l e g i s l a t i v e  
recommendations t h a t  he cons idered  l i k e l y  to improve the 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  JCS. Hearings h e l d  by t h i s  S u b c o m m i t t e e  on 
H.R. 6954, 97th Congress, t h e  b i l l  that inco rpora t ed  General  
Jones '  recommendations, s t i m u l a t e d  much thought  and d i s c u s s i o n  
among m i l i t a r y  and c i v i l i a n  a u t h o r i t i e s  on n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  
matters. Many of  t h o s e  who t e s t i f i e d  suppor ted  t h e s e  recom- 
mendations for change, some o f f e r e d  p roposa l s  t h a t  would go 
f u r t h e r ,  and others expressed oppos i t i on  to any l e g i s l a t i v e  
changes.  

o f f e r  my views on  H.R. 6954, I sought  the a d v i c e  of  the 
c u r r e n t .  J o i n t  C h i e f s  of  S t a f f  b e f o r e  a r r i v i n g  a t  any 
conclus ions .  On the b a s i s  of tho results of c a r e f u l  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h i s  matter by the J o i n t  Chiefs  of  S t a f f ,  
and the i r  u n a n i m o u s  recommendations to me, t h e  DOD l e g i s l a t i v e  
proposa l  was d r a f t e d  and s u b m i t t e d  to Congress. T h a t  p roposa l ,  

I n  response to  a n  i n v i t a t i o n  from the Subcommittee to  
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t h e r e f o r e ,  has t h e  endorsement  of t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  of  S t a f f  
and reflect8 my own philosophy of proceeding cau t ious ly  wi th  
changes in tho s y s t e m  that has  provided P res iden t s  and 
Secretaries of  Defense with competent m i l i t a r y  advice f o r  
more than  30 years ,  while  maintaining e f f e c t i v e  c i v i l i a n  
c o n t r o l  of  the military. 

The criteria app l i ed  i n  t h o  JCS s t u d y  that led to our  
recommendations m a y  be of  i n t e r e s t .  I d i r e c t e d  the JCS to  
cons ider  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h e  fo l lowing  ques t ions :  

Can we conduct m i l i t a r y  o p e r a t i o n s  better 
with a changed o r g a n i z a t i o n  t h a n  with the 
present one? W i l l  t he  t r a n s i t i o n  to  wartime 
operations be better t h a n  under t h e  p r e s e n t  
system? 

W i l l  we r ece ive  b e t t e r  advice?  

W i l l  t h e  advice be t imely?  

Would the changed o r g a n i z a t i o n  b e t t o r  suppor t  
t h e  requi rements  of the commanders of the u n i f i e d  
and s p e c i f i e d  commands? 

W i l l  it enable  us to  allocate resources  more 
w i s e l y  and e f f e c t i v e l y  than  the present  s y s t e m ?  

W i l l  the suggested changes cont inuo  to mainta in  
c i v i l i a n  c o n t r o l  o f  the U.S. m i l i t a r y ?  

You should know also t h a t  i n  applying these criteria t h e  
J o i n t  C h i e f s  assessed t h e  issues and a r r i v e d  a t  t h e i r  
conclusions,  personal ly  and wi thout  either J o i n t  S t a f f  or 
m i l i t a r y  s t a f f  involvement .  

p r o v i s i o n s  i n  our b i l l  t h a t  tho l e g i s l a t i v e  proposa l  is 
o f f e r e d  as a c o m p l e m e n t  to  v a r i o u s  m a n a g e m e n t  i n i t i a t i v e s  
t h a t  have and w i l l  be t a k e n  to e n s u r e  the cont inued  e f f e c t i v e -  
n e s s  o f  t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs  of  S t a f f .  Several o f  the management 
i n i t i a t i v e s  p roposa l  by the JCS h a v e  a l r e a d y  been p u t  i n t o  
e f f e c t ;  o the r s  remain under c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

Of the l e g i s l a t i v e  changes recommended as a resul t  of 
tho s tudy and proposed by tho A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  perhaps t h e  
most important are i n  s e c t i o n s  124 and 142 o f  T i t l e  10 of  
tho United S t a t e s  Code. These  changes have the e f f e c t  of  
formal ly  i n s e r t i n g  the Chairman of  the J o i n t  Chiefs  of S t a f f  
i n  tho c h a i n  of  command. Under c u r r e n t  procedures  e s t a b l i s h e d  
by t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of  Defense, o r d e r s  of the President  or the 
Secre t a ry  of Defense are t r a n s m i t t e d  to t h o  combatant commands  

It i s  important t o  n o t e  b e f o r e  cons ide r ing  tho detailed 
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through t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of S t a f f ,  which may also i s s u e  
orders by the a u t h o r i t y  and d i r e c t i o n  of the  S e c r e t a r y  of 
Defense. The de facto role of  t he  Chairman of the J o i n t  
Chiefs of S t a f f  i n  s e r v i n g  as t h e  l ink  between the S e c r e t a r y  
o f  Defense and the combatant commands is nowhere o f f i c i a l l y  
recognized, and the Chairman is e x p l i c i t l y  p r o h i b i t e d  by 
s t a t u t e  from e x e r c i s i n g  m i l i t a r y  command over any of the 
armed forces. T h e  Depar tmen t  of Defense l e g i s l a t i v e  proposal  
would correct this anomaly and ensu re  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  of t h e  
cha in  of c o m m a n d  by recognizing t h e  role of t h e  h i g h e s t  
ranking o f f i c e r  of t h e  armed f o r c e s  i n  t r a n s m i t t i n g  t h e  
orders of t h e  P r e s i d e n t  and t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense to t h e  
c o m b a t a n t  commands. C l a r i f i c a t i o n  of t h i s  k ind  is e s s e n t i a l  
to avoid any confusion or untimely debate of matters t h a t  
may prove v i t a l  to t h e  ve ry  s u r v i v a l  of  t h i s  na t ion .  

i d e n t i f i e d  as being i n  need of  modi f ica t ion  concerns c e r t a i n  
s t a t u t o r y  restrictions on t h e  Jo in t  S t a f f .  I t  is, of course ,  
t h e  work of the J o i n t  S t a f f  t h a t  p rovides  the e s s e n t i a l  
suppor t  f o r  t h e  recommendations and advice  of t h e  J o i n t  
Chief8 of S t a f f .  Under the c u r r e n t  l a w  a n  officer on  the 
J o i n t  S t a f f ,  i n c l u d i n g  its Director, is limited dur ing  
peacetime to a three year  m a x i m u m  t o u r  of du ty ,  w i t h  
reass ignment  t o  the J o i n t  S t a f f  not permitted under any 
circumstances for the Director and precluded f o r  three yea r s  
for o t h e r  o f f i c e r s .  Under the D e p a r t m e n t  of Defense proposa l  
the  maximum tou r  would be extended to fou r  years, wi th  
reassignment r o u t i n e l y  au thor ized  a f t e r  two years. Immediate 
r e a s s i g n m e n t  with the approval  o f  the S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense 
is a l s o  made possible for any number of o f f i c e r s  on t h e  
J o i n t  S t a f f .  thereby o v e r t u r n i n g  t h e  30 o f f i c e r  l i m i t a t i o n  
on  such r e a s s i g n m e n t s  i m p o s e d  by the c u r r e n t  l a w .  I n  addition, 
t h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  on the reassignment  of the Director of the 
J o i n t  S t a f f  is rescinded,  a long with the 400 o f f i c e r  l i m i t a t i o n  
on the to ta l  s i te  of the  J o i n t  S t a f f .  

The foregoing proposed modif ica t ions  i n  t h e  s t a t u t o r y  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  are s p e c i f i c a l l y  designed t o  
i m p r o v e  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  of t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n  by: 

The o t h e r  g e n e r a l  subject area of  l e g i s l a t i o n  t ha t  was 

m i l i t a r y  i s s u e s  faced by t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  it 
h a s  been necessary over t h e  y e a r s  to create 
t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of 
S t a f f  to provide necessary a n c i l l a r y  s t a f f  
work i n  s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  4 0 0  o f f i c e r  J o i n t  
S t a f f .  To permit g r e a t e r  in te rchange  of  
personnel  and avoid a r t i f i c i a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
arrangements and r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  t h e  400 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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o f f i c e r  limitation on the J o i n t  S t a f f  should 
be e l imina ted  to  a u t h o r i z e  flexibility 
e s s e n t i a l  to the  smooth func t ion ing  of  that 
o rgan iza t ion .  

Permi t t ing  o f f i c e r s  of t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  to  
func t ion  f o r  a longer  period after l e a r n i n g  
their jobs on  that S t a f f  and before r o t a t i n g  
to  o t h e r  military d u t i e s .  The g r e a t e r  
complexity and v a r i e t y  o f  m i l i t a r y  problems 
faced  by t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  makes it h i g h l y  
desirable to  i n c r e a s e  the s t anda rd  t o u r  of  
duty from the c u r r e n t  three y e a r s  to  f o u r  
years .  

ment a u t h o r i t y  i s  essent ia l  t o  the f l e x i -  
b i l i t y  r equ i r ed  when, f o r  e x a m p l e ,  o f f i c e r s  
on the J o i n t  S t a f f  are on the verge  of 
r a k i n g  impor tan t  c o n t r i b u t i o n 6  i n  v i t a l  
areas of n a t i o n a l  defense jus t  as t h e i r  
normal t o u r  of d u t y  is abou t  to  terminate. 
Reassignment f o r  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  period would 
permit the c o m p l e t i o n  o f  t h o s e  t a s k s  t h a t  
o the rwise  might have to  be assured by newly 
assigned personnel  u n f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  
complex i t i e s  of a problem p r o j e c t ,  or 
subject area. 

S t a f f  o f f i c e r  a f t e r  two  years in a n o t h e r  
s would  p e r m i t  more e f f i c i e n t  

e x p l o t a t i o n  ofithe t a l e n t s  of t hose  o f f i c e r s  
whose a p t i t u d e s  for J o i n t  Staff d u t y  were 
demonstrated i n  a previous  t o u r .  The earlier 
r e t u r n  to  J o i n t  S t a f f  w i l l  improve chances 
that a n  o f f i c e r ' s  knowledge o f  the issues 
faced by t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n  has not grown so 
stale dur ing  the period between a s s i g n m e n t s  
to r e q u i r e  ex tens ive  r e o r i e n t a t i o n .  

4 .  Allowing reassignment o f  a former J o i n t  

5. E l i m i n a t i n g  the r e s t r i c t i o n  a g a i n s t  the 
c o n t i n u a t i o n  or r e c a l l  to  d u t y  of  the 
Director of the J o i n t  S t a f f .  
n e e d  for con t inua t ion  of the services of 

Director of tho J o i n t  S t a f f  beyond t h o  
normal proposed f o u r  y e a r  period is n o t  

Although th e 
t h e  
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l i k e l y  t o  be f r e q u e n t t  it is desirable to 
have t h a t  o p t i o n  when unusual  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  
make it desirable to  have c o n t i n u i t y  i n  t h i s  
p o s i t i o n  or t o  g a i n  the services of a former 
Director to  meet an urgen t  need. 

These p roposa l s  f o r  l e g i s l a t i v e  changes are e v i d e n t l y  
modest. They do n o t  e n t a i l  any radical a l t e r a t i o n  i n  t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  of the JCS. The c u r r e n t  members of the JCS do not 
b e l i e v e  radical changes are necessary  t o  the  e f f e c t i v e  
func t ion ing  of  the o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  nor do I. The DOD 
l e g i s l a t i v e  proposa l  does 
found i n  o t h e r  b i l l s  in t roduced  i n  the 97th and 98th Congress: 
I w i l l  attempt to  e x p l a i n  our reasons for no t  embracing most 
of those proposa ls  i n  ou r  b i l l .  F i r s t ,  I w i l l  d i s c u s s  t h e  
p rov i s ions  of H.R. 6954, the bill t h a t  was reported f a v o r a b l y  
by your Subcommittee i n  the 97th  Congress and subsequent ly  
passed by t h e  House of Representa t ives .  

t h a t  can be, or have been, accompl i shed  wi thout  l e g i s l a t i v e  
modifications They are i n  o t h e r  words, management changes 
a f f e c t i n g  administrative matters t h a t  come wi th in  t h e  e x i s t i n g  

d iscre t ionary  a u t h o r i t y  o f  the S e c r e t a r y  of Defense or the 
J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f .  Report ing of d i s s e n t i n g  views to t h e  
P r e s i d e n t  or the Secretary of Defense by members of the 
J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of  S t a f f ,  f o r  example ,  which  H.R. 6954 would 
e x p r e s s l y  a u t h o r i z e  r e q u i r e s  no legislative change; i t  i:s 
e x p l i c i t l y  a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of  t h e  Chairman under present  law.  

The prov i s ion  i n  H.R. 6954 f o r  the c r e a t i o n  of the 
p o s i t i o n  of Deputy Chairman of  the J o i n t  C h i e f s  of  S t a f f ,  by 
c o n t r a s t ,  would indeed r e q u i r e  a l e g i s l a t i v e  change. The 
need for such a position, however, h a s  n o t  been d e m o n s t r a t e d  
to my s a t i s f a c t i o n  nor to the s a t i s f a c t i o n  of the c u r r e n t  
J o i n t  C h i e f s  of S t a f f .  The p r e s e n t  practice for d e a l i n g  
wi th  the absence or u n a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  the Chairman of t h e  
J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of S t a f f  i s  to  a u t h o r i z e  one of  the  Chiefs of  
Staff  to serve as Acting Chairman f o r  a three-month period, 
af ter  which t h a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  is rotated to ano the r  Chief .  
Th i s  procedure has  worked s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  i n  recent months ,  
bu t  other systems can  be and have been employed s u c c e s s f u l l y .  
For example, Admiral James Holloway, III i n  h i s  tes t imony 
b e f o r e  your Subcommittee last year  describes a n  arrangement 
by which he served as the des igna ted  Acting Chairman for two 
one-year periodsr a t  any time the Chai rman was absent or 
unava i l ab le  dur ing  that period. Under t h i s  k ind  of system 
the Chief des igna ted  to s e r v e  as Acting Chairman is expec ted  
to adjust h i s  schedule  so t h a t  he is present whenever t h e  
Chairman is absen t  or unava i l ab le .  This kind  of  f l e x i b i l i t y  
is, i n  ou r  view, p r e f e r a b l e  to d e d i c a t i n g  another  fou r  s t a r  
o f f i c e r  t o  the role of Deputy Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  
o f  S t a f f .  

c o n t a i n  many of t h e  changes 

Many of  the p rov i s ions  of  H.R. 6954 r e q u i r e  changes 
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The proposal  to e s t a b l i s h  by Leg i s l a t ion  a Senior  
S t r a t egy  Advisory Board was rejected as unnecessary on t h e  
basis of bur study.  
of S t a f f  or f o r m e r  commanders o f  Uni f ied  or S p e c i f i e d  Commands, 
who would serve on the proposed Board, are a l r eady  a v a i l a b l e  
t o  provide advice,  and recommendations on matters of m i l i t a r y  
tactics and strategy. There is no need to establish y e t  
another  adv i so ry  committee, w i t h  the a t t e n d a n t  b u r e a u c r a t i c  
t rappings ,  i n  order to o b t a i n  this kind of help .  There is 
p r e s e n t l y  no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  consu l t ing  any retired officer, 
whether on a special committee or not ,  whenever the need 
a r i s e s .  Experience demonst ra ted  t h a t  career h a b i t s  of 

"service-to-country" con t inue  i n  r e t i r e m e n t ,  so that these 
retired o f f i c e r s  are generous i n  spending their time and 
energy whenever c a l l e d  upon for advice  or r ecommenda t ions .  
We f i n d  nothing to  be gained by e s t a b l i s h i n g  a formal s t a t u t o r y  
i n s t i t u t i o n  to do the same th ing .  An a d d i t i o n a l  concern 
would be the ove r l ap ,  d u p l i c a t i o n  and confused  l i n e s  of 
a u t h o r i t y  and responsibility t h a t  would i n e v i t a b l y  result 
from having two bodies p resen t ing  m i l i t a r y  advice,  

Other proposa ls  have as a common theme t h e  perce ived  
need to  r e l i e v e  the Chiefs of the Services  of t h e  respons i -  
b i l i t y  for provid ing  the planning  and a d v i c e  that is now the 
s t a t u t o r y  f unc t ion  of the Jo in t  C h i e f s  o f  S t a f f .  Advocates 
of t h e s e  proposa ls  would s u b s t i t u t e  a body of a d v i s e r s  made 
up of experienced m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s ,  perhaps i n  a f i n a l  t o u r  
of duty,  and perhaps supplemented by c i v i l i a n  experts i n  
n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  matters, to  recommend m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y ,  
force developneat ,  and advice on tho a l l o c a t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  
resources. S e r v i c e  C h i e f s  would be limited to  the  task of 
running their own services i n  connect ion with t h e i r  secretaries. 
I n  o t h e r  words, they would no longer be "dual ha t ted ,"  as 
they c u r r e n t l y  are. 

The major d i sadvantage  wi th  this type of  proposa l  is 
t h a t  it separates r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  from advice. There i s  
cons ide rab le  b e n e f i t  der ived  from t h e  forced d i s c i p l i n e  on 
the adv i so r  who r u s t  c o n s i d e r  his a d v i c e  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of h i s  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  The Service Chiefs are i n  the best posi t ion 
t o  e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s  and make cho ices  a m o n g  c o m p e t i n g  
needs and to  avoid the luxury of theoretical s o l u t i o n s  a t  
unacceptable costs. Moreover, the President and S e c r e t a r y  
of Defense would be loss l i k e l y  t o  hea r  in person the views 
and concerns of tho S e r v i c e  C h i e f s  who have the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
for organiz ing ,  t r a i n i n g ,  and equipping t h e  forces for use 
by the u n i f i e d  and s p e c i f i e d  combatant c o m m a n d s .  
I an not  convinced that a case has been made f o r  this s e p a r a t i o n ;  
m a n y  wi tnesses  b e f o r e  your Commi t t ee  l a s t  year s h a r e  my 

skept ic ism.  

The former members of t he  J o i n t  Chiefs 

Therefore ,  
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I n  addi t ion,  I am troubled by the concept in one of the 
p r o p o s a l s  for a National Command Authority under the  cont ro l  

of a Chief of S t a f f  who serves a s  the pr inc ipa l  adviser  t o  
the  President,  the  National Securi ty  C o u n c i l ,  and the  Secretary 
of Defense. I think it is worth considering whether so much 
has changed s ince  1949 t h a t  we should be wil l ing  to  overturn 
the Congressional admonition i n  sec t ion  2 of the  National 
Securi ty  A c t  aga ins t  'a s ing le  Chief of S t a f f  over the  armed 
forces" and "an ove ra l l  armed forces general s t a f f . "  Although 
we can be gra t e fu l  t h a t  the American mi l i ta ry  tradition 
d i f f e r s  f rom that i n  many o ther  countr ies  by its cons is ten t  
respect f o r  c i v i l i a n  au thor i ty ,  the wise exercise of c i v i l i a n  
au thor i ty  is dependent on the soundness of the advice it 
receives  from its highest ranking mi l i ta ry  o f f i c e r s .  The 

stifling of divergent viewpoints through the homogenizing 
processes of a National Command Authority, speaking through 
a Chief Of Sta f f ,  may deprive c i v i l i a n  au thor i ty  of the  
information it needs to  make the  best nat ional  s e c u r i t y  
choices for  the American people. 

In summary, it is t he  pos i t ion  of the  Department of 
Defense, supported by the curren t  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  
t h a t  improvements in the operation of t he  J o i n t  Chiefs of  
S t a f f ,  to  the  extent they are necessary, can and should come 
primarily from management i n i t i a t i v e s  undertaken within t h e  
cur ren t  s t a tu to ry  framework. Legis la t ive changes should be 
limited to  those recommended i n  the DOD proposal. 
adopting any of the more dramatic proposals f o r  reorganization 
of t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  it is our view t h a t  t h i s  
approach should be tested. I n  an area of such extreme 
s e n s i t i v i t y  under the Const i tut ion as c i v i l i a n  cont ro l  of 
the armed forces ,  w e  should move caut iously i n  t inker ing 
w i t h  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  arrangements that have served t h i s  nation 
well i n  the  past. Pos i t ive  ac t ions  are being taken to  
enhance the  operat ion of t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  and I 
believe t h a t  these ac t ions  w i l l  be m u c h  more effective i f  
Congress passes the  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  l eg i s l a t ive  proposal. 

Before 



GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 20001 

1 8  APR 1983 

Honorable T h o m a s  P. O'Nei l l ,  Jr. 
Speaker o f  t h e  House of R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  

Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Speake r :  

t i t l e  10, Uni ted  States Code ,  to  p l a c e  t h e  Chairman of the 
J o i n t  C h i e f s  of S t a f f  i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  chain of 
command, and to remove l i m i t a t i o n s  on t h e  Joint Staff  of t h e  
J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of S t a f f .  

Enclosed is a d r a f t  of proposed l e g i s l a t i o n ,  "To amend 

This  p r o p o s a l  is p a r t  of t h e  legis la t ive program of t h e  
Department of Defense f o r  t h e  98th Congress. 
Management and Budget adviser, that ,  from t h e  s t a n d p o i n t  of 
t h e  Adminis t ra t ion ' s  p r o g r a m ,  t h e r e  is  no objection to  the 
p r e s e n t a t i o n  of this proposal f o r  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h e  
Congress. It  is recommended t h a t  t h e  p r o p o s a l  be enac ted  by 
t h e  Congress. 

The Off i ce  of  

Purpose of t h e  L e g i s l a t i o n  

The purpose of  t h e  proposed l e g i s l a t i o n  is twofold. 
The p r o p o s a l  would place t h e  Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs  of 
S t a f f  i n  the n a t i o n a l  mi l i ta ry  c h a i n  o f  command, and would  
promote t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  of t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  by e l i m i n a t i n g  
s t a t u t o r y  restrictions t h a t  are disadvantageous  to  t h e  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  

t h e  c e n t r a l  f i g u r e  i n  mi l i ta ry  p lanning;  t h e  render ing  of 
mi l i ta ry  a d v i c e  t o  t h e  P r e s i d e n t ,  t h e  N a t i o n a l  S e c u r i t y  
Council ,  and t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense; an2 t h e  execut ion of 
o r d e r s  emanating from t h e  P r e s i d e n t  as the Commander in 
Chief. 

P r e s e n t l y ,  t h e  Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff is 
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The Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of  S t a f f  manages t h e  
J o i n t  S t a f f  and its Director on behal f  o f  t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  
of S t a f f .  10 U.S.C. §143(c)(1976) .  The Chairman p r e s i d e s  
over  t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs  of S t a f f ,  10 U.S.C. §142(b) (1) (1976) ;  
and he communicates, a t  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  or 
t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense, orders to  t h e  commanders of t h e  
u n i f i e d  and s p e c i f i e d  combatant commands. 

t h e  Chairman is t o  make e x p l i c i t  h i s  f u n c t i o n s  as a l i n k  
between t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense and t h e  u n i f i e d  and s p e c i f i e d  
combatant commands. The Department of Defense Reorganizat ion 
A c t  of 1958, Pub. L. No. 85-599, §5(b) ,  72  Sta t .  5 1 4 ,  518, 
amended t h e  Nat iona l  S e c u r i t y  A c t  of 1947, ch. 343, §202, 6 1  
S t a t .  495,  500 (as amended 1949, 1950; c u r r e n t  version of 
5202(j) a t  10 U.S.C. §124 (1976))  to  make e x p l i c i t .  t h e  

p a t t e r n  of e s t a b l i s h m e n t ,  composi t ion,  f u n c t i o n s ,  adminis t ra -  
t i o n ,  and s u p p o r t  of t h e  u n i f i e d  and s p e c i f i e d  commands i n  
r e l a t i o n  to the M i l i t a r y  Departments,  which a s s i g n  t h e  
f o r c e s  to  t h e s e  combatant commands. 10 U.S.C. §124(c)(1976) 
provides  t h a t  t h e s e  commands are responsible to t h e  P r e s i d e n t  
as Commander i n  Chief ,  and to  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense. who 
is t h e  " p r i n c i p a l  a s s i s t a n t  to  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  i n  all m a t t e r s  
r e l a t i n g  to  t h e  Department. o f  Defense," 10 U.S.C. §133(b) (Supp. 
V 1981). The method of  communicating w i t h  t h e  combatant 
commands w a s  n o t  s p e c i f i e d  by s t a t u t e .  The p r a c t i c e  has  
been f o r  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense t o  communicate w i t h  t h e  
combatant commands through t h e  Chairman o f  t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  
of S t a f f ,  and t h e  proposed l e g i s l a t i o n  would f o r m a l i z e  t h i s  
arrangement by making a p p r o p r i a t e  amendments to s e c t i o n s  
1 2 4 ( c ) ,  142(b), and 1 4 2 ( c )  o f  t i t l e  10 ,  United States Code. 

The purpose of t h e  proposed l e g i s l a t i o n  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to 

The o the r  portion of t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  proposa l  is des igned  
to  make t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  a more e f f e c t i v e  i n s t r u m e n t a l i t y  by 
eas ing  or e l i m i n a t i n g  r e s t r i c t i o n s  t h a t  reduce its e f f i c i e n c y .  
Thus, t h e  b i l l  would enhance c o n t i n u i t y  i n  t h e  Staff  by 
amending s e c t i o n  143(a)  of  t i t l e  10 and adding a s e c t i o n  
1 4 3 ( e ) ,  to i n c r e a s e  the maximum peacet ime t o u r  of du ty  on 
t h e  S t a f f  from t h r e e  to  f o u r  y e a r s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e s e  
amendments w o u l d  provide t h a t  o f f i c e r s  could  be reass igned  
to  t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  dur ing  peacet ime t w o  y e a r s  a f t e r  a pre-  
v ious  tour of duty on t h e  s t a f f .  C u r r e n t l y ,  a minimum 
i n t e r v a l  of  t h r e e  y e a r s  between assignments  on t h e  S t a f f  
a p p l i e s  du r ing  peacetime, and t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense may 
make e x c e p t i o n s  to t h i s  minimum i n t e r v a l  f o r  on ly  up  to  30 
o f f i c e r s  s e r v i n g  on the S t a f f  a t  any one  time. 
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S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  b i l l  would amend s e c t i o n  1 4 3 ( b )  of t i t l e  
10 and add s e c t i o n  143(e) t o  extend  the maximum peacetime 
t o u r  of d u t y  of the Director of t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  from t h r e e  
to f o u r  y e a r s ,  and to remove t h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  a g a i n s t  reassignment 
of t h e  Director to t h e  S t a f f  i n  peacet ime af ter  completion 
of h i s  tour .  These changes would c o n t r i b u t e  to  greater 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t a b i l i t y  and a f f o r d  t h e  Government t h e  f u l l  
u se  of t h o s e  o f f i c e r s  who have demonstrated a h igh  l e v e l  of 
competence i n  s t a f f  work. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  p r o p o s a l  would amend 
s e c t i o n  143(a)  of t i t le  10 to remove t h e  l i m i t  o f  400 officers 
on t h e  size of t h e  J o i n t  S ta f f .  In t h e  c o n t e x t  of a con- 
t i n u o u s l y  increasing workload, g r e a t e r  demands f o r  sophis-  
ticated m i l i t a r y  p lanning ,  and t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of our 
combatant forces i n t o  u n i f i e d  and s p e c i f i e d  commands, arbitrary 
numerical  l i m i t a t i o n s  are no l onge r  appropriate. I n  t h e  
case of t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f ,  as w e l l  as o t h e r  ass ignments  to  
duty ,  t h e  goal should  be t h e  w i s e s t  u s e  of m i l i t a r y  manpower 
among competing requirements ,  w i t h  due r e c o g n i t i o n  to t h e  
i n c r e a s i n g l y  j o i n t  u t i l i z a t i o n  of personnel  i n  t h e  c a n b a t a n t  
commands. 

C o s t  and Budget Data 

Enactment o f  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  would cause  no i n c r e a s e  
i n  budgetary  requirements  f o r  t h e  Department of  Defense. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

William H. T a f t ,  IV 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



A BILL 

To amend t i t l e  10, United States code, to  p l a c e  t h e  Chairman 
of t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of Staff  i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  
cha in  of command, and to remove l i m i t a t i o n s  on t h e  
J o i n t  S t a f f  o f  t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  o f  Staff .  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1 4  

15  

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Be it enac ted  by t h e  Sena te  and House of Representa t ives  

of t h e  United S t a t e  o f  America i n  Congress assembled, 

s e c t i o n  1 2 4  of t i t l e  1 0 ,  Uni ted States C o d e ,  r e l a t i n g  to 

combatant commands, i s  amended -- 

That 

(1) by  s t r i k i n g  o u t  " s h a l l '  i n  c l a u s e  (2) of 

subsection (a); and 

(2 )  by adding a t  t h e  end of s u b s e c t i o n  ( c )  t h e  

fol lowing new sentences :  

"The cha in  of command runs  from t h e  P r e s i d e n t  

to t h e  S e c r e t a r y  and through t h e  Chairman, 

J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of S t a f f ,  to  the combatant  commands. 

Orders to combatant commands s h a l l  be i s sued  by t h e  

P r e s i d e n t  or t h e  S e c r e t a r y  through t h e  

Chairman, J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of  S t a f f . '  

SEC 2. S e c t i o n  1 4 2  o f  t i t le 10, United S t a t e s  Code, 

r e l a t i n g  to t h e  Chairman o f  t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of S t a f f ,  is amended 

(1) i n  s u b s e c t i o n  (b) -- 

(A )  by s t r i k i n g  o u t  "and" a t  t h e  end of c l a u s e  ( 2 ) ;  

(B) by s t r i k i n g  o u t  t h e  pe r iod  a t  t h e  end of  c l a u s e  (3) 

and i n s e r t i n g  i n  l i e u  t h e r e o f  ";and"; and 
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1 4  

15  

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

2 2  

23  

2 4  

25  

2 6  

( C )  by adding a f t e r  c l a u s e  ( 3 )  t h e  fo l lowing  

new c l a u s e :  

" ( 4 )  serve i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  cha in  

of command pursuant to  s e c t i o n  1 2 4 ( c )  o f  t h i s  title."; and 

(2)  i n  s u b s e c t i o n  (c) by i n s e r t i n g  ", except  as 

provided by section 124(c)  of this t i t l e ,  over" i m m e d i a t e l y  

a f t e r  'or' i n  the second s e n t e n c e  

SEC. 3. S e c t i o n  1 4 3  of t i t l e  1 0 ,  United States Code, 

r e l a t i n g  to  t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f ,  is amended -- 

(1) i n  s u b s e c t i o n  (a) -- 

(A) by s t r i k i n g  o u t  ' c o n s i s t i n g  o f  n o t  more 

than  400" i n  t h e  f i r s t  s e n t e n c e  and i n s e r t i n g  i n  l i e u  

t h e r e o f  'of"; and 

(B) by s t r i k i n g  o u t  t h e  l as t  t h r e e  s e n t e n c e s  

and i n s e r t i n g  i n  l i e u  thereof  t h e  fol lowing:  "The 

t e n u r e  o f  t h e  members of t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  is s u b j e c t  

to  t h e  a p p r o v a l  of t h e  Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  

of  S ta f f . ' ;  

(2 )  i n  s u b s e c t i o n  (b) by s t r i k i n g  o u t  t h e  second 

and t h i r d  s e n t e n c e s ;  and 

( 3 )  a f t e r  s u b s e c t i o n  (d) by adding t h e  fo l lowing  

new subsection: 

" ( e )  No o f f i c e r  who i s  a s s i g n e d  or d e t a i l e d  

to duty on t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  may s e r v e  f o r  a t o u r  o f  

du ty  of more than  f o u r  y e a r s .  However, t h e  S e c r e t a r y  

of Defense may ex tend  such a t o u r  of du ty  i f  he  f i n d s  

2 
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t h a t  t h e  ex tens ion  is necessary  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t .  

No o f f i c e r  may be ass igned  or detailed to  duty on 

t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  w i th in  t w o  y e a r s  after relief from 

t h a t  du ty  except  upon a f i n d i n g  by the Secretary of Defense 

that  t h e  assignment or de ta i l  is necessary  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  

i n t e r e s t .  This  s u b s e c t i o n  does  n o t  apply i n  t ine 

of w a r  d e c l a r e d  by Congress or of n a t i o n a l  emergency 

declared by the President:. 
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 
OF A BILL 

"To amend t i t l e  10, United S ta tes  Code, to p l a c e  t h e  Chairman 
of t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of S t a f f  i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  cha in  
of command, and to  remove l i m i t a t i o n s  on t h e  J o i n t  S ta f f  of 
t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  of S t a f f . "  

sec. 1. 
Clause (1) s t r i k e s  o u t  as surp lusage  ' sha l l "  i n  s e c t i o n  

1 2 4 ( a )  ( 2 )  o f  t i t l e  10, United States Code .  T h i s  r e s u l t s  in 
no s u b s t a n t i v e  change i n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t a t u t e .  

Clause (2) amends s e c t i o n  124(c)  of t i t l e  10 to  i n s e r t  
t h e  Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of S t a f f  i n t o  t h e  n a t i o n a l  
m i l i t a r y  cha in  of command. Thus, t h e  c h a i n  of command would 
run from t h e  P r e s i d e n t  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense and through 
t h e  Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f  to t h e  commanders 
o f  t h e  u n i f i e d  and s p e c i f i e d  combatant commands .  

SEC. 2. 

Clause (1) p r o v i d e s  for a new c l a u s e  ( 4 )  i n  s e c t i o n  142(b) 
of t i t l e  10, United States Code, t o  s p e c i f y  t h a t  t h e  d u t i e s  
of t h e  Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  o f  S t a f f  i n c l u d e  s e r v i n g  
i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  c h a i n  o f  command i n  accordance wi th  
s e c t i o n  1 2 4 ( c )  of t i t l e  10, as amended by c l a u s e  (2; of 
section 1 of t h e  b i l l .  

Clause (2)  amends s e c t i o n  142(c)  o f  t i t l e  10, to  make 
clear t h a t  t h e  d u t y  of t h e  Chairman of  t h e  J o i n t  Ch ie f s  of 
S t a f f  to serve i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  cha in  of command i n  
accordance w i t h  s e c t i o n  124(c)  of t i t l e  10, a s  amended by 
c l a u s e  (') of s e c t i o n  1 o f  t h e  b i l l ,  i s  a n  e x c e p t i o n  to t h e  
p r o h i b i t i o n  in section 1 4 2 ( c )  against  t h e  Chairman's e x e r c i s i n g  
m i l i t a r y  command ove r  any o f  t h e  armed fo rces .  

Clause (1) amends s e c t i o n  143(a)  of  t i t l e  10, United 
States Code, to  delete t h e  l i m i t  of 400 o f f i c e r s  on t h e  s i z e  
of the J o i n t  S t a f f .  Clause  (1) also amends s e c t i o n  143(a)  
t o  delete t h e  l i m i t  of t h r e e  y e a r s  on t h e  peacetime t e n u r e  
of m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f ,  and to  delete peacetime 
restrictions on assignment of  an o f f i c e r  to t h e  J o i n t  S ta f f  
wi th in  t h r e e  y e a r s  a f t e r  complet ion of a previous  t o u r  of 
duty  on t h a t  Staff .  The r e s t r i c t i o n s  on t e n u r e  and r eas s ign -  
ment  t h a t  are e l i m i n a t e d  by c l a u s e  (1) are replaced by t h e  
res t r ic t ions i n  s e c t i o n  143(e)  of t i t l e  10, as added by 
clause (3) of s e c t i o n  3 o f  t h e  b i l l .  
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Clause (2)  amends s e c t i o n  143(b) of t i t l e  10 to delete 
t h e  l i m i t  o f  t h r e e  y e a r s  on t h e  peacet ime t e n u r e  of t h e  
Director o f  t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f ,  and to  delete t h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  
on r e a s s i g n m e n t  of  t h e  Director to  t h e  J o i n t  Staff  dur ing  
peacetime a f t e r  completion of h i s  t o u r  of duty.  The r e s t r i c t i o n  
on t e n u r e  and p r o h i b i t i o n  on reassignment  t h a t  are e l i m i n a t e d  
by c l a u s e  (2) a r e  replaced by t h o  r e s t r i c t i o n s  i n  s e c t i o n  
143(e)  of t i t l e  10, as added by c l a u s e  ( 3 )  of s e c t i o n  3 of 
t h e  b i l l ,  s i n c e  the Director of t h e  J o i n t  Staff is an o f f i c e r  
who is assigned or d e t a i l e d  to  du ty  on t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  
w i t h i n  t h e  meaning of t h e  new s e c t i o n  143(e) .  

Clause (3)  amends s e c t i o n  1 4 3  of t i t l e  10 by adding a 
new subsect ion (e),  which provides  t h a t  t h e  max imum t o u r  of 
d u t y  of an officer on t h e  J o i n t  S t a f f  s h a l l  be f o u r  y e a r s ,  
and t h a t  no officer may be r e a s s i g n e d  to t h e  J o i n t  Staff 
w i t h i n  t w o  y e a r s  after relief from d u t y  on t h e  S t a f f .  The 
S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense may waive t h e s e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  if h e  
f i n d s  t h a t  a waiver  is necessary i n  the p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t .  
S e c t i o n  143(e)  does no t  apply d u r i n g  a w a r  declared by 
Congress or a n a t i o n a l  emergency declared by the Pres ident .  



1 8  

I  

T o  a m e n d  t i t l e  1 0 ,  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  C o d e ,  t o  p r o v i d e  l o t  m o r e  e f f i c i e n t  a n d  e f f e c t i v e  
o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  o f  S t a f f  a n d  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  S e n i o r  S t r a t e g y  
A d v i s o r y  B o a r d  i n  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e .  

I N  T H E  H O U S E  O F  R E P R E S E N T A T I V E S  

A u g u s t  1 0 ,  1 9 8 2  

M r .  W H I T E  ( f o r  h i m s e l f ,  M r .  S t r a t t o n , M r . M o l l o h a n ,  M r .  Dan D a n i e l ,  M r .  
A S P I N ,  M r .  M a v r o u l e s ,  M r .  R O B E R T  W .  D a n i e l ,  J R . ,  a n d  M r .  N E L L I -  

g a n )  i n t r o d u c e d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  b i l l ;  w h i c h  w a s  r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  
A r m e d  Services 

A  B I L L  

T o  a m e n d  t i t l e  1 0 ,  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  C o d e ,  t o  p r o v i d e  f o r  m o r e  

e f f i c i e n t  a n d  e f f e c t i v e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  o f  S t a f f  

a n d  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  S e n i o r  S t r a t e g y  A d v i s o r y  B o a r d  i n  t h e  

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e .  

1  B e  i t  e n a c t e d  b y  the S e n a t e  a n d  H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a -  

2  t i v e s  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  o f  A m e r i c a  i n  C o n g r e s s  a s s e m b l e d ,  

3  S H O R T  T I T L E  

4  S E C T I O N  1 .  T h i s  A c t  m a y  b e  c i t e d  ( a s  t h e  “ J o i n t  C h i e f s  

5  o f  S t a f f  R e o r g a n i z a t i o n  A c t  o f  1 9 8 2 ” .  
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2 

1 JOINT CHEFS OF STAFF 

2 

3 is amended— 

4 

5 

6 paragraph 

7 “(2) A member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff may submit 

8 to the Secretary of Defense my opinion in disagreement with 

9 military advice of the Chairman or the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

10 After first informing the Secretary of Defense, a member of 

11 the Joint Chiefs of Staff may submit to the President any 

12 opinion in disagreement with military advice of the Chairman 

13 or the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”. 

SEC. 2. Section 141(d) of title 10, United states code, 

(1) by inser t ing  ‘‘(1)” after “(d)”; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new 

14 CHAIRMAN OF JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

15 SEC. 3. Section 142(b)(3) of title 10, United States 

16 Code, is amended by striking out “have not agreed” and in- 

17 serting in lieu thereof “have agreed and have not agreed and 

18 provide military advice in, his own right”. 

19 DEPUTY CHAIRMAN OF JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

20 SEC. 4. (a)(1) chapter 5 of title 10, United States Code, 

21 is amended by inserting after section 142 the following new 

22 section: 

2.3 "§ 142a Deputy Chairman 

24 “(a)(1) There is a Deputy Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 

25 of S t a f f .  The Deputy Chairman shall be appointed by the 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

3 

President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 

from the officers of the regular components of the armed 

forces. The Chairman and Deputy Chairman may not be 

members of the same armed force. 

“(2) The Deputy Chairman serves at the pleasure of the 

President for a term of up to two years and may be reap- 

pointed in the same manner for one additional term, except 

that in time of war declared by Congress there is no limit on 

the number of reappointments. 

“(b) The Deputy Chairman acts as Chairman in the ab- 
sence or disability of the Chairman and exercises such duties 

as may be delegated by the Chairman with the approval of 

the Secretary of Defense. When there is a vacancy in the 

office of Chairman, the Deputy Chairman, unless otherwise 

directed by the President or Secretary of Defense, shall per- 

form the duties of the Chairman until a successor is appoint- 

ed. 

“(c) The Deputy Chairman may attend all meetings of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff but may not vote on a matter before 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff except when acting Chairman in 

the absence or disability of the Chairman or when there is a 

vacancy in the office of Chairman. 

23 “(d) The Deputy Chairman, while so serving, holds the 

24 rank of general or, in the case of an officer of the Navy, 

25 admiral. The Deputy chairman may not exercise military 
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4 

1 command over the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any of the armed 

2 forces.”. 

3 (2) The table of sections at the beginning of such chap 

4 ter is amended by inserting after the item relating to section 

5 142 the following new item: 
“142a Deputy Chairman”. 

6 

7 ing “or Deputy Chairman” after “Chairman”. 

(b) Section 525(b)(3) of such title is amended by insert- 

8 JOINT STAFF 

9 

10 United States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

11 “(a)(1) There is under the Joint Chiefs of Staff a Joint 

12 Staff consisting of not more four hundred officers. The 

13 members of the Joint Staff shall be selected by the Chairman 

14 of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in approximately equal numbers 

15 from— 

16 “(A) the Army; 

17 

18 "(C) the Air Force. 

19 “(2) Selection of officers of an armed force to serve on 

20 the Joint staff shall be made by the Chairman from a list of 

21 officers submitted by that armed force. Each officer whose 

22 name is submitted shall be among those officers considered to 

28 be the most outstanding officers of that armed force. The 

24 chairmen may the number of officers to be included 

25 on any such list. 

Sec. 5. (a) Subsection (a) of section 143 of title 10, 

“(B) the Navy and the Marine Corps; and 
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“(3) Officers assigned to the Joint staff shall be as- 

signed for a period of t h r e e  years, except that in time of war 

there is no limit on the tenure of members of the Joint Staff. 

Members of the Joint Staff serve at the pleasure of the Secre- 

tary of Defense, and the tenure of a member of the Joint 

Staff may at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense be 

extended for a period of up to three additional years. 

“(4) Except in time of war, officers completing a tour of 

duty with the Joint Staff may not be reassigned to the Joint 

Staff for a period of not less than three years following their 

previous tour of duty on the Joint Staff, except that selected 

officers may be recalled to Joint Staff duty in less than three 

years with the approval of the Secretary of Defense in each 

case. The number of such officers recalled to Joint Staff duty 

in less than three years shall not exceed one hundred serving 

on the Joint Staff at any one time.”. 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section is amended by striking 

out “, on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff” and inserting in 

lieu thereof “in the performance of those duties”. 

(c) Subsection (d) of such section is amended by insert- 

ing “and the Chairman” after “Joint Chiefs of Staff“. 

(d) Such section is further amended by adding at the end 

thereof the following new subsections: 

"(e)(1) Subject to guidelines established by the Secre- 

tary of Defense, each officer serving as a chief of service or 
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1 as the commander of a unified or specified command may 

2 have an opportunity to provide formal comments on any 

3 report or recommendation of the Joint Staff prepared for sub- 

4 mittal to the Joint Chiefs of Staff before such report or rec- 

5 ommendation is submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A 

6 copy of any such comment shall, at the discretion of the offi- 

7 cer submitting the comment, be included as an appendix in 

8 the submittal of such report or recommendation to the Joint 

9 Chiefs of Staff. For purposes of this paragraph, the chiefs of 

10 service are the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of Naval 

11 Operations, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and the Com- 
12 mandant of the Marine Corps. 

13 “(2) The Secretary Of Defense shall ensure that the 
14 Joint Staff is independently organized and operated so that 

15 the Joint Staff, and the members of the Joint Staff, support 

16 the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint 

17 Chiefs Of Sta f f  in meeting the congressional purpose set forth 

18 in the last c l a u s e  of section 2 of the National Security Act of 

19 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401) provide for the unified 

20 direction of the combatant forces, for their operation under 

21 unified command, and for their integration into an efficient 

22 team of land, naval, and air forces. 

23 ‘‘(f)(1) The Secretary of Defense, in consultation with 

24 the Chairman, shall ensure that officer personnel policies of 

25 the armed forces concerning promotion, retention, and as- 
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1 signment give appropriate consideration to the performance 

2 of an officer as a member of the Joint Staff. 

3 “(2) In the case of an officer who has served on the 

4 Joint Staff and who is selected for recommendation to the 

5 President for appointment to a grade above major general or 

6 rear admiral, the Chairman shall submit to the President, at 

7 the same t h e  as the recommendation for such appointment is 

8 submitted, the evaluation of the Chairman of the performance 

9 of that officer as a member of the Joint Staff.”. 

10 SENIOR STRATEGY ADVISORY BOARD 

11 SEC. 6. (a)(1) chapter 7 of title 10, United States code, 

12 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 

13 section: 

14 “§ 178. Senior Strategy Advisory Board 

15 “(a) There is established in the Department of Defense 

16 a Senior Strategy Advisory Board. The Board shall, from 

17 time to time, provide such advice and recommendations on 

18 matters of military strategy and tactics as it considers appro- 

19 priate to the President,  the Secretary of Defense, and the 

20 Joint Chiefs of S t a f f .  

21 ‘‘(b)(1) The Board shall consist of ten members appoint- 

22 ed by the President from among retired officers in the grade 

23 of general or admiral who, while on active duty, served as a 

24 member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or as the commander of a 

26 unified or specifed command. 
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1 “(2) Each member of the Board shall be appointed for a 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 remainder of that term; 

7 

8 

9 and 

term of five years, except that- 

“(A) a member appointed to fill a vacancy occur- 

ring before the expiration of the term for which his 

predecessor was appointed shall be appointed for the 

“(B) a member whose term of office has expired 

shall continue to serve until his successor is a p p o i n t e d ;  

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

“(C) of the members first appointed, three shall be 

appointed for a term of one year, three be ap- 
pointed for a term of three years, and four shall be a p  

pointed for a term of five years, as designated by the 

President at the time of appointment. 

15 Members whose term has expired may be reappointed for one 

16 additional term. 

15 

18 the President from among the members of the Board. 

19 “(c) The Board shall m e e t  regularly at the call of the 

20 Chairman or a majority of the members of the Board, but not 

21 less often than once each month. 

22 

“(3) The Chairman of the Board shall be d e s i g n a t e d  by 

“(d) Members of the Board are not entitled to compen- 

23 sation for service on the Board but may be paid per diem and 
24 travel and transporation allowances authorized under section 

25 5703 of title 5. 
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1 

2 nated by law.”. 

3 (2) The table of sections at the beginning of such chap- 

4 ter is amended by adding at the end the following new item: 

“(e) The Board shall continue in existence until termi- 

"178. Senior Strategy Advisory Board." 

5 

6 by subsection (a), shall take effect on October 1, 1982. 

(b) Section 178 of title 10, United States Code, as added 
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

A BILL 
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2 

1 SEC. 2. Subtitle A of title 10, United States Code., is 

2 amended by inserting after chapter 1 the following new 

3 chapter: 

4 “CHAPTER 2-NATIONAL COMMAND AUTHORITIES 

5 "§ 111. National Command Authorities 

6 “The National Command Authorities consist of the 

7 President and the Secretary of Defense. 

8 “§ 112. Chain of command 

9 “Subject to the direction of the President, the military 

10 chain of command runs- 

ll “(1) from the President to the Secretary of De- 

12 f ense ;  

13 

14 

15 

“(2) from the Secretary of Defense to the Chief of 

Staff of the National Command Authorities; and 

“(3) from the Chief of Staff of the National Com- 

16 mand Authorities to the commanders of the unified and 

17 specified combatant commands.”. 

18 SEC. 3. (a) The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the position of 

19 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are abolished. The 

20 functions, powers, and duties of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 

21 of the Chairman of the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff are transferred to 

22 and vested in the Chief of Staff of the National Command 

23 Authorities. The Joint Staff is reconstituted as the Joint Mili- 



3 

1 tary Staff of the National Command Authorities under the 

2 Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities. 

3 

4 ed to read as follows: 

5 ‘‘CHAPTER 5—NATIONAL COMMAND AUTHORITIES 

6 STAFF 

(b) Chapter 5 of title 10, United States Code, is amend- 

“see. 
“141. Chief of Staff. 
“142. Deputy Chiefs of Staff. 
“143. Joint Military Staff. 

7 ‘‘§ 141. Chief of Staff 

8 “(a) There is a Chief of Staff of the National Command 

9 Authorities. The Chief of Staff shall be appointed by the 

10 President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 

11 from the officers of the regular components of the armed 

12 forces. The Chief of Staff serves at the pleasure of the Presi- 

13 dent for a term of two years and may be reappointed in the 

14 same manner for one additional term, except that in time of 

15 war declared by Congress there is no limit on the number of 

16 reappointments. 

17 “(b) The Chief of Staff is the principal military adviser 

18 to the President, the National Security Council, and the Sec- 

19 retary of Defense. While holding office, the Chief of Staff 
20 outranks all other officers of the armed forces. 

21 “(c) Subject to the authority and direction of the Presi- 

22 dent and the Secretary of Defense, the Chief of Staff shall- 
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“(1) advise the President and the Secretary of 

Defense on matters related to current military policy, 

s tra tegy ,  and major  Department of Defense programs 

and on all major matters related to current forces; 

“(2) prepare strategic plans and provide for the 

strategic direction of the armed forces; 

“(3) prepare joint logistic plans and a s s i g n  logistic 

responsibilities to the armed forces in accordance with 

those plans; 

“(4) recommend the establishment of unified com- 

mands in strategic areas; 

“(5) review the major material and personnel re- 

quirements of the armed forces in accordance with 

strategic and logistic plans; 

“(6) formulate policies for the joint training of the 

armed forces; 

“(7) formulate policies for coordinating the mili- 

tary education of members of the armed forces; 

“(8) make recommendations for representation of 

the United States on the Military Staff Committee of 

the United Nations in accordance with the Charter of 

the United Nations; and 

“(9) perform such other duties as the President or 

the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. 
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1 “(d) In carrying out his ditties, the Chief of Staff shall 

2 consult with and shall give c l o s e  attention to the views and 

3 recommendations of— 

4 

5 

6 

7 Marine Corps); and 

8 

9 combatant commands. 

“(1) the service chiefs (the Chief of Staff of the 

Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, the Chief of 

Staff of the Air Force, and the Commandant of the 

“(2) the commanders of the unified and specified 

10 “§ 142. Deputy Chiefs of Staff 

11 “(a)(1) There are two Deputy Chiefs of Staff of the Na- 

12 tional Command Authorities. The Deputy Chiefs of Staff 

13 shall be selected by the Chief of Staff of the National Com- 

14 mand Authorities with the approval the Secretary of De- 

15 fense from the officers of the regular components of the 

16 armed forces. The Deputy Chiefs of Staff serve at the pleas- 

17 ure of the Secretary of Defense for a term of two years and 

18 may be selected in the same manner for one additional term, 

19 except that in time of war declared by Congress there is no 

20 limit on the number of terms. 

21 “(2) To the extent practicable, tho Deputy Chiefs of 

22 Staff should not be members of the same armed force and 

23 s h o u l d  not be a member of the same armed force as the Chief 

24 of Staff. 
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1 “(b) One of the Deputy Chiefs of Staff shall be designat- 

2 ed by the Chief of Staff, with the approval of the Secretary of 

3 Defense, to act as Chief of Staff in the absence or disability of 

4 that Chief of Staff. When there is a vacancy in the office of 

5 Chief of Staff the Deputy Chief of Staff so designated, unless 

6 otherwise d i r e c t e d  by the President or Secretary of Defense, 

7 shall perform the duties of the Chief of Staff until a successor 

8 is appointed. 

9 “(c) The Deputy Chiefs of Staff shall perform such 

10 duties and exercise such powers as the Chief of Staff pre- 

11 scribes. 

12 “(d) Each Deputy Chief of Staff, while so serving, holds 

13 the rank of general or, in the case of an officer of the Navy, 

14 admiral without vacating his permanent grade. 

15 "§ 143. Joint Military Staff 

16 “(a)(1) There is under the Chief of Staff of the National 

17 Command Authorities a Joint Military Staff of the National 

18 Command Authorities. The members of the Joint Military 

19 Staff shall be selected (as provided in paragraph (2)) by the 

20 Chief of Staff in approximately equal numbers from— 

21 “(A) the Army; 

22 

23 “(C) the Air Force. 

24 “(2) Selection of officer; of an armed force to serve on 

25 the Joint Military Staff shall be made by the Chief of Staff 

“(B) the Navy and the Marine Corps; and 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

37 

7 

from a list of officers submitted by that armed force. Each 
officer whose name is submitted shall  be among those officers 

considered to be the most outstanding officers of that armed 

force. The Chief of Staff may specify the number of officers to 

be included on any such list. 

“(3) Officers assigned to the Joint Military Staff shall be 

assigned for a period of three years, except that in time of 

war there is no limit on the tenure of members of the Joint 

Military S t a f f .  Members of the Joint Military Staff serve at 

the pleasure of the Secretary of Defense, and the tenure of a 

member of the Joint Military Staff may at the discretion of 

the Secretary of Defense be extended for a period of up to 

three additional years. 

"(4) Except in time of war, officers completing a tour of 

duty with the Joint Military Staff may not be reassigned to 

the Joint Military Staff for a period of not less than three 

years following their previous tour of duty on the Joint Mili- 

tary Staff, except that selected officers may be recalled to 

Joint Military Staff duty in less than thre years with the 

20 approval of the Secretary of Defense in each case. The 

21 number of such officers recalled to Joint Military Staff duty 

22 in less than three years may not exceed one hundred serving 

23 on the Joint Military Staff at any one time. 

24 

25 as the Chief of Staff prescribes. 

“(b) The Joint Military Staff shall perform such duties 
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“(c) The Joint Military Staff shall be organized and op- 

erated along conventional staff lines to support the Chief of 

Staff in discharging his assigned responsibilities. 

“(d) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that the 

Joint Military Staff is independently organized and operated 

so that the Joint Military Staff, and the members of the Join; 

Military Staff, support the Chief of Staff in meeting the con- 

gressional purpose set forth in the last clause of section 2 of 

the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401) to pro- 

vide for the unified strategic direction of the combatant 

forces, for their operation under unified command, and for 

their integration into an efficient team of land, naval, and air 

forces. 

“(e) The Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the 

Chief of Staff, shall ensure that officer personnel policies of 

the armed forces concerning promotion, retention, and as- 

signment give appropriate consideration to the performance 

of an officer as a member of the Joint Military Staff.”. 

(c) Section 124 of such title is amended— 

(1) by striking out “Joint Chiefs of Staff” in sub- 

section (a) and inserting in lieu thereof “Chief of Staff 

of the National Command Authorities”; and 

(2) by inserting “and to the Chief of Staff of the 

National Command Authorities” in subsection (c) after 

“to the Secretary”. 
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9 

1 SEC. 4. (a! Chapter 7 of title 10, United States Code, is 

2 amended by adding a t  the end thereof the following new sec- 

3 tion: 

4 “§ 178. National Military Council 

5 “(a)(1) There is in the Department of Defense a Nation- 

6 al Military Council. The Council shall provide to the Presi- 

7 dent and the Secretary of Defense— 

8 

9 

10 

11 and 

12 “(B) independent assessments of the way in which 

13 national security policies and defense programs are car- 

14 ried out by the Department of Defense. 

15 “(2) The Council shall, from time to time, make such 

16 recommendations, and  such other reports, as it considers sp- 

17 propriate or as the President or Secretary of Defense may 

18 require within its functions under paragraph (1). The Council 

19 shall provide advice on its own initiative as well as by re- 

20 sponding to requests from the President and Secretary of De- 
21 fense. Members of the Council may act individually in provid- 

22 ing advice and assessments in the same manner as the Coun- 

23 cil may act as a body. 

24 “(b)(1) The Council shall consist of five members of the 

25 armed forces appointed by the President, by and with the 

“(A) advice on matters pertaining to national se- 

curity policy, national and military strategy, and the 

responsibilities of the national command authorities; 



40 

10 

1 advice and consent of the Senate, from among officers of the 

2 regular components of the armed forces in grades above 

3 major general or rear admiral. 

4 “(2) The President, by and with the advice and consent 

5 of the Senate, may appoint one additional member of the 

6 Council from among persons who are not members of the 

7 armed forces on active duty. 

8 ‘‘(3) Officers appointed to the Council under paragraph 

9 (1) shall be selected from among those officers on the active- 

10 duty list or on the retired list who are particularly suited (by 

11 reason of education, training, military and other national se- 

12 curity experience, and intellect) to perform the duties of the 

13 Council. The same standard shall be applied to the selection 

14 of an additional member of the Council under paragraph (2). 

15 “(4) Each member of the Council shall be appointed for 

16 a term of three years, except that- 

17 

18 

19 

20 remainder of that term; 

21 

22 

23 and 

24 

25 

“(A) a member appointed to fill a vacancy occur- 

ring before the expiration of the term for which his 

predecessor was appointed s h a l l  be appointed for the 

“(B) a member whose term of office has expired 

shall continue to serve until his successor is appointed; 

“(C) of the members first appointed, two shall be 

appointed for a term of one year and two shall be ap- 
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1 

2 

3 A member of the Council whose term on the Council has 

4 expired may be reappointed for one additional term. 

5 “(c) The Chairman of the Council shall be designated by 

6 the President from among the members of the Council ap- 

7 pointed under subsection (b)(1). In addition to his other duties 

8 as a member of the Council, the Chairman, subject to the 

9 authority and direction of the President and Secretary of 

pointed for a term of two years, as designated by the 

President at the time of appointment. 

10 Defense, shall- 

11 

12 

13 cil; 

14 

15 cil; 

16 

17 out their business; and 

18 

19 fulfillment of the responsibilities of the Council. 

20 “(d) The Chairman of the Council, subject to the author- 

21 ity and direction of the President, shall  represent the Council 

22 at meetings of the National Security Council. 

23 “(e)(1) Officers serving on the Council under an appoint- 

24 ment under subsection (b)(l), while so serving, have the 

25 grade of general or, in the case of an officer of the Navy, the 

“(1) preside over the Council; 

"(2) provide agenda for the meetings of the Coun- 

“(3) assign study tasks to members of the Coun- 

“(4) assist the members of the Council in carrying 

“(5) otherwise provide for the prompt and timely 



42 

12 

1 grade of admiral without vacating their permanent grade. 

2 Such officers, while so serving, are additional numbers in 

3 grade for all purposes and may not be counted against any 

4 limitation on the number of officers in grade or the number of 

5 general and flag officers who may be on active duty. 

6 “(2) A member of the Council appointed under subsec- 

’7 tion (b)(2) shall receive basic pay at the annual rate of basic 

8 pay applicable to persons serving in positions in level IV of 
9 the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5. 

10 “(f)(1) An officer on the retired l i s t  who is appointed to 

11 the Council under subsection (b)(1) shall be recalled to active 

12 duty and shall serve on Active duty while a member of the 

13 council. 

14 “(2) A member of the Council appointed under subsec- 

15 tion (b)(1), upon the completion of that officer’s service on the 

16 Council, shall be retired or, in the case of a retired officer, 

17 shall be released from active duty.”. 

18 (b) The table of sections at the beginning of such chap- 

19 ter is amended by a d d i n g  at the end the following new item: 
“178. N a t i o n a l  Military Council.”. 

20 Sec. 5. (a) Section 619 of title 10, United States Code, 

21 is mended by adding at the end thereof the following new 

22 subsection: 

23 “(e) A selection board convened under section 611(a) of 

24 this title to consider officers for promotion to the grade of 

25 brigadier general or commodore shall give substantial weight 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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to the service of an officer on the Joint S t a f f ,  on the Joint 

Military Staff, and in other assignments involving joint mili- 

tary experience.”. 

(b) Section 616 of such title is amended by adding at the 

end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(e)(1) In the case of a selection board convened under 

section 611(a) of this title to consider officers for promotion 

to the grade of brigadier general or commodore, the Chief of 

Staff of the National Command Authorities may recommend 

for promotion, from among officers serving on the Joint Mili- 

tary Staff who are on the list of officers to be considered by 

the board, a number of officers not in excess of 5 per centum 

of the maximum number that the board may recommend for 

promotion. In  any event, the Chief of Staff may recommend 

for promotion one such officer. 

“(2) Officers recommended for promotion by the Chief of 

Staff under this subsection shall be considered for purposes of 

section 617(a) of this title and all other purposes to have been 

recommended for promotion by the selection board.”. 

SEC. 6. (a) Section 525(b)(3) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by striking out “Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff" and inserting in lieu thereof “Chief of Staff 

or a Deputy Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori- 

24 ties, a member of the National Military Council.”. 
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1 (b) Section 171(a)(7) is amended by striking out “Chair- 

2 man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff” and inserting in lieu thereof 

3 “Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities“. 

4 (c) Sections 264 and 268(c)(2) of such title are amended 

5 by striking out “Joint Chiefs of Staff” and inserting in lieu 

5 thereof “Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori- 

7 ties”. 

8 (d) Section 743 of such title is amended by striking out 

9 “Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff“ and inserting in lieu 

10 thereof “Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori- 

11 ties’’. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 and 

17 

18 (f) The t a b l e s  of chapters at the beginning of subtitle A, 

19 and at the beginning of part I of subtitle A, of such title are 

20 mended- 

(e) Section 5081 of such title is amended— 

(1) by s t r i k i n g  out “Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff” in subsection (b) and inserting in lieu thereof 

“Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities”; 

(2) by striking out subsection (d). 

21 

22 

(1) by inserting after the item relating to chapter 

1 the following new item: 
“2. National Command Authorities ............................................................. 111"; 

23 and 

24 (2) by striking out the item relating to chapter 5 

25 and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
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"5. National Command Authorities Staff .................................................... 141". 

1 

2 amended to read as follows: 

3 "§ 413. Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori- 

4 ties 

5 "The Chief of Staff of the National Command Authori- 

6 ties is entitled to the allowances provided by law for the 

7 Chief of Staff of the Army.". 

8 (2) The item relating to such section in the table of sec- 

9 tions at the beginning of chapter 7 of such title is amended to 

(g)(1) Section 413 of title 37, United States Code, is 

10 read as follows: 
"413. Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities.".  

11 SEC. 7. T h i s  Act and the amendments made by this Act 

12 shall fake effect at the end of the one hundred and twenty 

13 day period beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act 

14 or on October 1, 1983, whichever is later. 

O 
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Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Skelton, we are delighted to have you with us, 
and you may proceed at this point. 
Mr. KAZEN. Before our colleague begins, I am going to have to 

excuse myself. I chair a Committee on Water and Power Resources, 
and I have several witnesses that have come in from the Western 
part of the country, so I must be there. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Would that be Texas? 
Mr. KAZEN. No, sir, Utah, Arizona and California. If it were 

Texas I would have taken care of that situation already and saved 
them the trouble to come up here. 

Let me commend our colleague, Mr. Skelton, for his interest in 
this subject. For a couple of years he has been very tenacious in 
following the imposi t ion of his ideas. He has investigated the situa- 
tion, and he is here before us this morning to testify. I have al- 
ready looked at his testimony; and hopefully I will be able to 
return before you finish your meeting this morning. So if you do 
not mind, I will excuse myself now and I assure you, Mr. Skelton, 
that I am very interested in your testimony. I am taking it with me 
and will talk to you about it later. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF HON. IKE SKELTON, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
MISSOURI 

Mr. S K E L T O N .  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, as has been indicated, I have a formal statement 

that I wish to be entered in the record. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Without objection, your statement will be entered 

as part of the record. 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, the famous British historian, Lid- 

dell Hart, once said, ‘‘There are over 2,000 years of experience to 
tell us that the only thing harder than getting a new idea into the 
military mind is to get an old one out.” I think that we should 
begin our hearing today with that thought. 

Back in the War Between the States, it w a s  only at the direction 
of President Lincoln himself that the Union Forces began to use 
Springfield repeating rifles. After the war they reverted back to 
the singleshot breech loaders. 
Mr. Chairman, despite the fact that the Wright Brothers demon- 

strated the feasibility of powered heavier-than-air flight in 1903, 
the United States was compelled to rely on war planes built by 
foreign manufacturers all through World War I. Despite the fact 
that the Wright Brothers were Americans, and demonstrated the 
feasibility of powered flight, the possibilities of air power were un- 
recognized by our military until a rather graphic demonstration by 
someone named Billy Mitchell in the 1920's. 

The American, Dr. Robert Goddard, pioneered rocketry during 
the 1920’s and 1930’s: but it was German ingenuity, not the Ameri- 
can military ingenuity, that put his theories to a practical test in a 
very devastating way in World War II. 

Mr. Chairman, despite the development of tanks, automatic 
weapons, and air power, the U.S. Armed Forces maintained horse 
cavalry unite through the 1940’s. In fact, the current Commander 
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in Chief, our President, served in such a reserve unit on the eve of 
World War II. 

At the close of the Second World War, President Truman and 
General M a r s h a l l  wanted a truly unified Armed Forces under a 
new Department of Defense. But resistance, particularly by the 
Navy, led to compromises. Many of the structural flaws that we 
will discuss today in the Joint Chiefs of Staff system came about as 
a result of those compromises made back in 1947 which had the 
effect of preservi autonomy for the individual services. 
Mr. Chairman, have sup l ied to the committee a lo history of 

the need for reform which in April 1944 with the McNar- 
ney, plan goes down thro h 1960 to the S n study on reor- 
ganization of the Defense Department for President-elect Kennedy, 
and extends all the way through the Jones reorganization proposal 
and last year's series of hearings. This committee is beginning an- 
other chapter in this long line of history. 

chairman, that we can put an end to this his- 
the way that business is being done in the 

Pentagon. 
There are certain basic flaws that the present system has, and 

we m u s t  address ourselves to them if we want an adequate, a 
strong and an effective national defense. 
The inherent flaws are: 
The conflict of interest caused by "dual hatting" of the service 

chiefs. 
T h e  inability of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to provide clear and con- 

cise and timely and responsive military advice. 
The inabilit of the 'dual hatted" service chiefs to do two 

be the service chief. 
The personnel policies which lead to too much inexperience on 

the Joint Staff and too little reward for outstanding performance 
in a j o i n t  assignment. 

Thus I introduced the bill H.R. 2560. I urge our favorable con- 
sideration of it. It defines the national command authorities and es- 
tablishes for the first time the military chain of command in law. 

It abolishes the Joint Chiefs of Staff and abolishes the position of 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It transfers the functions 
and the powers and the duties of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and its 

Chairman to a Chief of Staff or the National Command Authorities. 
It reconstitutes the present Joint staff as the Joint Mi 

of the National Command Authorities under the Chief of Staff of 
the National Command Authorities. 

It establishes the Chief of Staff as the rincipal military advisor 
to the President, the National Security 
of Defense. 

It provides for two Deputy Chief of Staffs. 
It establishes promotion and appointment policies to insure that 

in the Joint Military Staff will be among the most officers se 
o u t s t a n d i n g  ofeach service. 
It establishes a National Military Council to provide the Presi- 

dent and the Secretary of Defense with first, advice on manage- 
ment, matters pertaining to national security policy, national mili- 
tary strategy, and the responsibilities of the National Command 

tory and truly reform 

wall—first to b e  a member of the Joint Chiefs, and then, second, to 

unci, and the 



48 

Authorities and second, independent assessments of the way in 
which national ecurity policies are carried out. 

The Council will consist of five distinguished military leaders 
either recalled from retirement or on their last duty assi ment. 
At the discretion of the President it will have one civilian. Each of 
these will have the equivalent to a four-star rank. 
Mr. Chairman, I wish that I could say that all of this is original 

with me. It is not. It came about as a result of listening to those 
who have served in the halls of the Pentagon, not just in an officer 
ca city, but in the ca city of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. 

man Jones retired, and before he retired he ave us some advice. I 

recollection of the advice given by General Jones. 
He says that the military advice given by the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff is not timely, it is not crisp, it is not very useful or very influ- 
ential. He said, therefore, the national leadership often must look 
elsewhere for advice. He also said why it was not useful. That is 
because the service interests dominate the Joint Chiefs of Staff rec- 
ommendations at the expense of broad national military interests. 
This results in no meaningful Joint Chiefs of Staff advice on re- 
source allocation, on budget levels, on force structures, on new 
weapons, on joint doctrine, on joint training, and on unified com- 
mand plans. 
He cited the reasons as the contradictory roles of the Chiefs. 
First, they are Chiefs of the services that they head. They u hold 

rticular service. Second, they are members of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. As such they are supposed to subordinate their service inter- 

est to broader considerations. He points out that this is im 
There is also a time conflict, as he points out. Service chiefs do 

not have the time to perform b o t h  roles. Each one is a full-time job. 
There is also a conflict between the service and the joint respon- 

sibilities reflected in the Joint Staff. Officers come from the serv- 
ices and they go back to their services, retaining close ties to those 
Services. 

I think that we should, Mr. Chairman, listen to the thoughts and 
advice of General Jones and the thoughts and recommendations of 
General Taylor. I hope that th lation that I offer is the very 
best of Maxwell Taylor and David Jones 

The question comes, Mr. Chairman, will this be better for our d e  

the American people are going to want the defense dollar to be 
s nt much more wisel and much better in the days and years 

a h e a d .  You will recall, Mr. Chairman, in the testimony of former 
Secretary of Defense McNamara just a few days ago, and you ut 

budget. It is my considered opinion after a great deal of discussion 
with various military leaders, both active and retired, that we 
could save up to 10 percent of the military budget if it is enacted 
into law and carried out correctly. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote from an article, if I may, at 
this time: 

refer to Maxwell Taylor, and to David Jones. Recently, Chair- 

would like to bring you up to date on the advice and refresh your 

the traditions and the capabilities and the esprit de corps of that 

fense? We all know that the train is coming down the track, that 

, the proposal that 
we have before us today, could save up to 5 percent of the defense 
the question to him, he said that this pro 
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An excellent case for strengthening the authority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has 
been made by General David C. Jones. His r ecommenda t ions  echo a well-established 
pattern. His is but the latest expression of a frustration long felt by senior military 

officers-far all the reasons cited by General Jones—that there must be a better 
way to shape alternatives and to provide the best possible military advice. Virtually 
every serious student and practitioner has recommended that the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff be strengthened. The near unanimity of their views can no longer be ignored, 
particularly in the 1' t of grave new dimensions to the problem of national secu- 
rity. It should not, therefore, be surprising that the four service chiefs found it 
somewhat difficult to sit down three times a week and act as a corporate body 
against some of the very remedies they individually were seeking to apply within 
their respective services. Given budgets which provide for less than minimum de- 
fense needs the Chiefs often found themselves unable to act responsively in their 
joint role exce to the detriment of legitimate service requirements. This dual hat- 

power with the service chief hat and little ability 
to influence policy, programing, and budget issues with the joint hat. This is the 
root cause of the ills w h i c h  eo many distinguished officers have addressed these past 
35 years. 

Mr. chairman, that quote is from one of the greatest military 
leaders of our century, and one of the truly outstanding thinkers 
that has worn the American uniform, the Chief of Staff of the 
Army, Gen. Edward C. Meyer. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit the recommendations to you. This is a 
long and arduous trail for reform within the military, and one can 
only look to the t and see the flaws of the past. It is up to us 
now to put an end to this history. You k n o w ,  they say stepping in a 
hole one time is not so bad, but when you step in that hole a 
second time, that is bad, you am at fault. Let us not step in the 

same hole, let us be prepared and have a strong m i l i t a r y  that can 
save money, work together, plan programs, and not be at each 
other's respective interests so that we can truly have a unified and 
strong military for this decade and for the decades ahead. 

I thank the chairman for the opportunity to be with you today. 
[Following is the prepared statement of the Honorable Ike Skel- 

ton together with the list of reform proposal and an excerpt of tea- 
timony by former Secretary of Defense Robert s. McNamara men- 
tioned in Representative Skelton's statement.] 

dictated law confers 

W r i t t e n  S t a t e m e n t  of HON. Ike Skelton 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, Liddell Hart once said, 'There are 
aver two thousand years of us that the only th' harder than 
getting a new idea into the 
ples from our own nation's unfortunately bear this out: 

It was only on the direct Lincoln that Union forces in the War 
Between the States began to use Sp ield repeating carbines. Following the War, 

Despite the fact that the Wright Brothers demonstrated the feasibility of powered 
flight y heavier-than-air craft in 1903, the United States was compelled to rely on 
war planes of foreign manufacture t h o u g h o u t  World War I. Indeed, the possibilities 
of air power were unrecognized by our military until a rather graphic demonstra- 
tion by Billy Mitchell in the 1920's. 

The American, Dr. Robert Goddard, pioneered rocketry during the 1920's and 
1930's, but i t  was German, not US., ingenuity which put his theories to practical 
test during World War II. 

Despite the development of tanks, automatic weapons, and sir er, the U.S. 
armed forces, maintained horse cavalry units through the 1940's. In fact, our current 

Commander-in-Chief served in one such unit on the eve of World War II. 
At the close of World War II, President Truman and General Marshall wanted a 

truly unified armed forces under a new Department of Defense. But resistance, per 
t i c u l a r l y  by the N a v y ,  led to compromises. Many of the s t r u c t u r a l  flaws in today's 

is to get an old one out." Specific exam- 

they returned to their single-shot breech loaders. 
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Joint Chiefa of Staff s tem stem from these compromises, which had the effect of 

These examples show the historic reluctance of our military to embrace necessary 
change. Therefore, reforms must often be imposed from outside the military estab- 
lishment, namely by us here in Congress. I followed with interest this Subcommit- 
tee’s sixteen hearings on reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff last year. You 
are to be congratulated for taking on this difficult subject for exploring it in dep 

present system. I will mention only a few: 
The inherent conflict of interest caused by the “dual hatting“ of the service 

chiefs. 
The inability of the JCS to provide clear, concise, timely, and responsive military 

advice. 
The inability of the “dual hatted” service chiefs to do two jobs well-to be a 

member of the Joint Chiefs and to be a service chief. 
Personnel policies which have led to too much inexperience on the Joint Staff, 

and too little reward for outstanding performance in a joint assignment. 
When I began serving on the Procurement Subcommittee this year, I was made 

aware of what these flaws mean in practical sense. As it became apparent that we 
had to reduce the Administration’s defense spending uest, I began asking the 

can we do to cut defense spendi without hurting our national defense? As you all 

it would be much better for us to have the views of the milita on what were really 
the top priorities in the defense bu t. However, no one could answer my question. 

vente an answer. What this system gives us is most of each service’s “wish list”, 
with duplication of weapons systems, and overla ing missions and responsibilities. 

rent JCS system is enormous. 
There is little disagreement about the existence of defects in the current system. 

Where viewpoints diverge is on how far it is necessary to go in order to correct 
t h e  defects. In my view, nothing less than a fundamental change in the status quo 
is needed. That is why I introduced H.R. 2660, the “Military Command Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1983”. Let me summarize some of this bill’s key sections: 

Section 2 defines the National Command Authorities as consisting of the Presi- 
dent and the Secretary of Defense, and eets out the military chain of command to 
run from the P r e s i d e n t  to the Secretary of Defense, f rom the Secretary of Defense 
to the Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities, and from the Chief of 
Staff of the National Command Authorities to the commanders of the u n i f i e d  and 
specified commands. 
Section 3 abolishes the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the position of Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, and transfers the functions, em, and duties of these two 
entities to a newly created Chief of staff of the National Command Authorities. 
This officer will be the highest ranking officer in the armed forces, and he will be 
the rincipal military advisor to the President, the National Security Council, and 
the Secretary of Defense. He is given the same duties that are currently assigned b 
law to the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f .  P r o v i s i o n  is made for two D e p u t y  Chiefs of Staff 

one of whom shall be designated to act as Chief of Staff in the absence or disability 
of the Chief of Staff. 

Section 3 also establishes a Joint Military Staff as a successor to the current Joint 
Staff. Officers will be assigned to the Joint Military Staff for e period of three years 
and may be extended for a iod of up to three additional years .  There must be a 
three-year rid between Joint Military Staff assignments, except that u to one 
hundred officers may be recalled to such duty in less time. The section further con- 
tain~ provisions designed to ensure that officer personnel policies ve appropriate 
consideration to 

Section 4 establishes a National Military Council consisting of five members of 
the armed forces, a n d ,  at the option of the president, one civilian. The bill specifies 
that the members of the Council are to be senior officers, either recalled from re- 
tirement, or on their last tour of active duty. They would be appointed for three- 
year staggered terms, and could be reappointed. 

ational Military Council would provide the President and the Secretary of 
Defense with advice on matters pertaining to national security policy, national and 
military strategy, and the responsibilities of the national command authorities and 
with independent assessments of the way in which national security policies and de- 

preserving autonomy for the individual services. 

and for returning to the subject this year. As I reviewed the testimony from last 
year’s hearings, I noticed that the witnesses cited a number of basic flaws in the 

various service chiefs, and other high-ranking military officials, this question: W h a t  

k n o w ,  I favor a strong national defense, and I reasoned that if cute had to be made 

The present command structure, with the flaws I mentioned earlier, effectively pre- 

I am convinced that the potential for saving defense dollars by reforming the cur-  

rformance as a member of the Joint Military Staff. 

The 



51 

fense programs are curried out by the Department of Defense. The Council would be 
required to provide advice on ita own initiative as well as res nding to requests 

ed as its Chairman would preside over the Council, and represent the Council at 
meetings of the National Security Council. 

Section 5 of H.R. 2560 contains several more provisions designed to ensure that 
the members of the Joint Military Staff are the most outstanding in the armed 
forces. It requires that joint experience be substantial weight in the promotion 
of officers to flag rank In addition. it permits the Chief of Staff of tho National 

Command Authorities to recommend a certain number of officers for promotion to 
fl 
Response to my proposal, from our colleagues hero in the House, from the mili- 

and from others has been extremely favorable. General David C. Jones, Gener- 
al Maxwell E. Taylor. and the respected military historian and analyst Trevor N. 
Dupuy are only a few of those who haw indicated their support. There are current- 
ly twenty-five cons nsors of the bill. 

As you can see, H.R. 2560 is designed specifically to remedy the flaws in the cur- 
rent system. By taki away the joint responsibilities of the service chiefs, the bill 

dedicated and talented, no man can serve two masters. My hill removes the need 
to—the built-in conflict between service interests and joint interests is eliminated. 

The National Military Council would improve the quality of advice from the mili- 
tary to civilian decision-makers particularly on lo -term national problems and 
future military policy. This is precisely the kind of advice that is needed in order to 
make sound decisions on future force structures and on the lo term procurement 
of weapons tems. The Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities would 

major Department of Defense programs, and on all major matters ted to current 
forces. 

ence on the Joint Military Staff, the number of offi- 
cers who may be reappointed within three years is increased from thirty to one hun- 
dred. In addition, to encourage outstanding officers to seek joint assignment, provi- 
sion is made for performance in joint assignments to be given substantial weight in 

promotions. 
Let me emphasize that I don't believe that the problems in the JCS are related to 

people. Thus, I reject the contention of the Secretary of Defense that organizational 
change is not needed, since good people can make the JCS system work. To the con- 
trary, some of our most outstanding JCS members have been leaders in pointing out 
the flaws in the esent system, and the need for drastic reform. There is another 

int that must be made: Even if they are to overcome inherent institutional 
flaws temporarily, neither the current members of the JCS or the current Adminis- 
tration will be in office forever. These defects in the JCS organization have long 
been recognized. They will not disappear by being i ored. 

There is another point which I need to make. H.R. 2660 will not lessen civilian 
control of the military. If anything, the bill will improve civilian control. by ensur- 
ing that decision-makers get better, and more timely, advice on military stra 
and policy. The inefficiency and ineffectiveness of the present JCS system is not e 
best wa to ensure civilian control. Indeed, the roblem today is that because of the 
watered-down common-denominator advice received from the JCS, Secretaries of De- 
feme have turned more and more to advice from civilian staffs on matters where 
the military voice needs to be heard. H.R. 2560 would help restore a proper balance. 

dominance. The bill makes 
it clear that the Chief of Staff is to be subordinate to the Secretary of Defense and 

nation has 

Moreover, it contains specific protection 

the president, and that his duties are to be primarily advisory. 
long tradition of the military being subordinate to civilian authority. H.R 2560 will 
not change that tradition. 

a single, dominant military officer will stifle 
divergent views within the military. Here again, the bill is drafted so that this will 

of staff to consult with and give close atten- 
tion to the views and recommendations ofthe service chiefs and the commanders of 
the unified and specified commands. In addition, the National Military Council will 
serve as a form of "checks and balances" on 
that Members of the Council may act individ 
menta in the same manner as the Council may 
or Secretary of defense who wants divergent views 
them under the system established by my bill. 

from the President end the Secretary of Defense. A member of the Council designat- 

rank from among those serving on the Joint Military Staff. 

frees them to devote full time to running their individual services. No matter how 

la 
be responsible for advice on matters related to current military policy, strategy, and 

To improve the level of ex 

The next question is whether havi 

n. The bill requires the 
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In closing, let me once more commend the Subcommittee for ita willingness to 
tackle this issue in this ear. In my view, this is the most important defense 
issue we will face this year. We can no longer afford to let inter-service "log-rolling" 

rotect parochial service interests at the expense of the joint interests of the nation. 
If we can't employ our forces effectively, it doesn't matter much what kind of force 

structure we have or what kind of weapons tems we procure. A proper reform of 
the JCS will save defense dollars, particularly in the area of procurement of weap- 
ons systems, and, yet, it will ultimatel lead to a stronger national defense. 
Now is the time to act on such a reform, Mr. Chairman If we wait for a crisis, or 

a war, it  will be too late. The comprehensive heari 
committee last year made it clear that fundamental changes in the JCS are n e e d e d .  
I believe that my bill, H.R. 2560, makes those needed cha 
committee to consider this proposed legislation favorably 

record compiled by this S u b  

and I urge the Sub- 
this year's hear- 

ings. 

REFORM PROPOSALS 
Apr 1944—McNarney Plan 
Mar 1945—Richardson Committee Majority Report 
Sept 1945—Eberstadt Plan 
Oct 1945—Collins Plan 
Jan 1947—Army-Navy Compromise Plan (Norstad-Sherman Plan) 
Nov. 1948—Eberstadt Committee (of the Hoover Commission)  Report 
Feb 1949—Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch  of the Govern- 

Apr 1953—Rockefeller Committee Report 
Apr 1953—President Eisenhower's Reorganization Plan 
Jan  1958—Wheeler Committee Report (prepared at the request of the Joint Chiefs 

ment (Hoover Commission) Report 

of Staff) 

for J.C.S. Hearings before Investigations 

EXCERPT FROM TESTIMONY OF FORMER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ROBERT S. MCNAMARA 
Before THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, U.S. House OF R E P R E S E N T A T I V E S ,  
MAY 19, 1983 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Nichols. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. McNamara and Mr. Bundy, I appreciate your coming before our committee. 

Suffice it to say that I find myself in disagreement with most of the testimony that 
you have rendered here this mornin I won't go into the issues with you. I will get 
on a subject that is a little less sexy, Mr. Secretary, if I might 

ization o the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
As you know, last year Gen. David Jones, who was at the time Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, criticized the JCS organization and indicated that it was significantly 
flawed. 

He said he thought we ought to reorganize it, and eo forth. 
As a former Secretary, would you j u s t  briefly, Mr. Secretary, provide your sugges- 

tions as to whether there ought to be changes, and if so, what those changes, and if 
eo, what those c 

Mr. MCNAMARA. Mr. Nichols, I generally agree with what  I understand General 
Jones recommendations to be. I say that without endorsing eve element of it, 
some of the details of which I am not familiar with; but what he basically recom- 
mended, as I understand it, is that the p o s i t i o n  of the chairman be strengthened, 
and t h a t  the Chiefs be separated to some d from their service responsibilities, 
eo that there could be an integrating or unifyi force or structure within the De- 

Our subcommittee is looking into some reor 

es should be? 
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I think what we are seeing today, and one of the r e a s o n s  why we feel there is 
duplication within the budget is that there is not a unified strategy and them is not 
a unified structure. 
This budget that lies before you is the result of independent services operating 

semiautonomously. It was that that General Jones sought to correct by ng a 

increase the power of the Chairman without separating the Chiefs from their serv- 
ices, for example. 
This problem is not new. I was interested, amused, and somewhat saddened, when 

report of the buildup of I read on Sunday of this week an extraordina 
our n u c l e a r  forces from 1945 to 1960. It quoted President 
hie term as president—two terms as President—saying that with respect to this sub- 

ic forces that he felt 

only action he could see that could have been taken to prevent that would haw 
been to fully integrate the services. Short ofthat, he saw no way to prevent it. 

What he was saying is the same thing Gene l Jones is saying, that today we 
have, not as the fault of any single man and cer n l y  not as the fault ofthe service 
Chiefs, we have services operating semi-independently of each other. It is very, very 
wasteful. To reduce that waste, I w o u l d  support a reorganization of the Chie 

Mr. Nichols. I don't care to ask any more questions, Mr. chairman. 
Mr. Skelton. Mr. Secretary, thank you for' 
I find myself in agreement  only with your comments today, because I have a 

bill in to do just that very thing. 
Would you expand, Mr. Secretary, on the conflict of interest that seems to be ap- 

parent in the structure 
The services Chiefs at one moment being the head of the Navy and at another 

moment b e i n g  a member of a Joint Committee, is there a conflict of interest that 
you see there,sir? 
Mr. McNAMARA. I don't think there is a conflict of interest as much there is a 

tendency of the service Chief, whether he is functioning as service Chief or a 
member of the Joint Chiefs, to be most aware of, most interested in, most concerned 
about the interests of his service 
Mr. Skelton. Well, what happens—is it true that in making recommendations to 

the P r e s i d e n t ,  to the secretary, that ce as a committee they in essence just 
add up what everybody else has, rather than dig into each others territory? 
Mr. MCNAMARA. No. I don't think it is true that they just add it up, but they 

don't dig into it to the they would if they were separated from their 
and adequate time to look at it from a national po in t  of 

to a service point of view. I don't think those three carrier task 
for example, if  the Chiefs had had time to fully examine 

that. 

Eisenhower at the end of 

badly at having owed the forces to expand to the extent they had and that the 
about now, redundancy and nuclear stra 

comments. 

it now stands? 

Mr. SKELTON. It is a conflict of time, too, then? 
Mr. McNamara It b a conflict of time, exactly. 
Mr. S K E L T O N .  Do you have an judgment, Mr. Secretary, how much we could save 

General Jones has proposed? 
Mr. MCNAMARA. No, I don't but I am certain it would be substantial. I will give 

you a figure off the top of my head I think you can save on the order of 5 percent 
at a minimum, and we are talking about $300 to $400 billion per year, and 5 percent 
is a lot 
Mr. NICHOLS. We thank you, Mr. Skelton, for your interest and 

your dedication over many, many years in sup rt of A strong de- 

posal that you bring before the subcommittee this morning. 
In looking over your statement, I notice on page 7 you indicate 

that the problem today is that because of the watered-down, lowest- 
common-denominator advice received from the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, that Secretaries of Defense have turned more and more to 

in the defense dollar should we have a proposal enacting a law, such as my bill. that 

f ense .  For that reason I would certainly serious consider the pro- 
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advice from civilian staffs on matters where the military voice 
needs to be heard. You indicate that nothing short of fundamental 
changes in the Joint Chiefs structure is n e e d e d .  But I would 
remind the gentleman from Missouri that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
organization has been criticized for many decades and the oppo- 
nents of change have succeeded in defeating even the slightest 
changes. 
Wh do you believe that determined action by the Co ess to 

Jones, included in our bill last year, which passed the ouse, will 
not be sufficient to take care of the concern that you express? 

Mr. SKELTON. Quite honestly, there is one fundamental flaw. I 
mentioned several, but the main fundamental flaw is that you have 
one person-fine and dedicated and truly outstanding as the are, 
and we are truly b l e s s e d ,  I might say, Mr. Chairman, with the 
Joint Chiefs that we have today; they are of the hest caliber and 

for them in the morning to be head of their service and in the 
afternoon to sit in a second capacity and to undo what they have 
been doing in the morning in their own service. 

For instance, let us take a Navy example. Suppose within the 
Navy the great issue is whether to s nd a large amount of money 

has been wrestled around within the Navy for weeks and debated 
among all of the military naval thinkers, and the Chief of Naval 
Operations and all of them finally agree we will build a new air- 
craft carrier. That is firm. That is our recommendation. Then the 
meeting is held with the Joint Chiefs and the issue is brought up 
and the Joint Chiefs have a different opinion. It is asking too much 
of the CNO to say yea, gentlemen, I will give up, I will yield to 

our thoughts. What usually happens is some sort of compromise. 
What usually happens is that each of the services has a wish list of 

programs and of procurements. One Chief does not drastically 
touch the others' lists. These are the wish lists provided to the Sec- 
retary of Defense and to the administration and hence to us. 

We know what difficult times there are. We had to cut some 
$10.5 billion from our bu et this year. You will recall the tough 

saying cut this program or cut this rocurement? We had to do a 

. They are not superhuman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. You go to great lengths in saying that you have 
tremendous respect for our people— 

Mr. SKELTON. Yes, air. 
Mr. NICHOLS [continuing]. Who serve as our Chiefs of Staff and 

the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I know ou share the 

later. In view of the respect you and I have, would ou give us your 

before this committee? 
Mr. SKELTON. It is the result of obvious compromise within the 

committee, within the joint system. I am disappointed, Mr. Chair- 
man, that we do not have five testimonies before us today. I think 

H 
install more moderate changes such as those proposed by General 

I think history wi l l  treat them well—but it is absolutely impossible 

on an aircraft carrier or on two Ohio class submarines, and this 

job. Did we have direct advice from the Joint Chiefs of Staff on, 

lot of it, Mr. Chairman, on our own. That is the flaw. They cannot 

same respect for General Vessey that I do. He w i l l  be testifying 

opinion on the administration's proposal that has been formulated 
by, and supported by, General Vessey, who has brought it to us 



the very fact that we have one testimony today, a compromise tes- 
timony, which wil l  be resented by General Vessey, points up the 
very same that I am saying. We have some fine military 
minds that obvious do not agree in every instance. General 
Meyer has been forthright enough to write an article and testify 
last year, if you will recall. It is the compromise system of doing 
things. You cannot do business that way. This is only cosmetic at 
best. The one good thing they recommend is to es lish by law, 
which my bill does, the chain of command. Other than that, it is 
mere cosmetics and it does not attack the main issue. 

Mr. N I C H O L S .  Elsewhere in your testimony you seem to feel that 
the military voice has declined in influence and scope and lost out 
to Pentagon civilian staffs. 

Where do ou place the blame for this? Are you blaming the mil- 

Mr. SEKLTON. You cannot blame the caliber of the military, yet 
you have to blame the system, because their system is a committee 
system. You have to in any committee have compromise, in 

when a President receives recommendations in a compromise fash- 
ion or a water-down-effect fashion he is going to look e l s e w h e r e  
for strong military advice. If it comes from the civilian sector in 
the Pentagon he is going to take it wherever he can get it. 

We should let people of the caliber who serve in these positions 
express their view. The beet way they can do it would be under 
the bill that I have, either as a service chief, on the one hand, or as 
a member of the mili council that I provided. We have two out- 

about to retire, General Me er and General Barrow. Would it not 
be fantastic to have their advice in the years ahead as members of 
the Military Council to advise the President and Secretary of De- 
fense? How blessed we would be would that be the case, but the 
law does not provide for it now. 
Mr. NICHOLS. I want to ask you some questions about that a little 

later. 
Mr. Ray. 
Mr. RAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Skelton, for coming before us toda and giving 

Secretary McNamara recent1 estimated that 5 percent of the de- 
fense budget could be saved if the JCS was reformed- 

Mr. RAY. So that it would give better advice on which service pro- 
grams to keep and which to drop, how to eliminate and so forth. Do 
you agree with this, or do you have an estimate on how much you 
think could be saved? 

? Would you explain? 

essence a watering-down effect. When a Secretary of Defense or 

standing members of the Joint Chiefs, Mr. Chairman, that are 

us your opinion on the reorganization plan you have here. Former 

Mr. SKELTON. Yes, sir. 

bly important because the people of our country in the years ahead 
are goin to expect us to have a stro 

th budget. As the years go on, should there be a tightening of e mil- 
military at a ve 
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d 
b et, you are going to see the present system not doing 

well. As the budget expands, as more money is coming forward an 
coming forth, the present tem works because everyone's wish 
list can be accommodated. en the wish list and various military 
services are oing to have to be cut, that is when you have trouble. 

Mr. RAY. Has your research indicated a specific percentage up to 
10 or over 10 percent? 
Mr. SKELTON. I would hope up to 10 percent, 
Mr. RAY. The National Security Act states that the Congress 

does not intend to create a general staff. 
Mr. SKELTON. That is correct. 
Mr. RAY. But our p r o p o s a l  to establish a Joint Military Staff 

Mr. SKELTON. Not at all. I wish to point out, all during the hear- 
ing~  last year, and the recommendations made by General Jones, 
which are incor rated in my bill, at no time has there ever been 

for people to be appointed to the staff for 3 years, and to be rea 
pointed for an additional 3 years. But they must then lay out. t 
does allow an increase in the number to be brought back, I think 
from 30 u to 100, to be brought back at less than a 3-year interval. 

I have talked to a number of people, both active and retired, 
more active than retired. Many of the bright young majors, cap 
tains, lieutenant colonels, and their comparable ranks in other 
services, do not want a joint assignment. And you want those very, 
very able people to be drawn into this joint. assignment. That is 
what we are trying to do. The only changes that we make is to pro- 

also, provide for their promotion which under the resent system 

Mr. Y. Your proposal would be that the National Military 
Council would be an ongoing body. Is that correct? 
Mr. SKELTON. That is correct. 
Mr. RAY. Now, if the President and the Secretary of Defense 

were not able to a point their own choices to 
likely to have much influence in rendering mili 
Mr. SKELTON. I think it does. First, they 

outstanding, probably four-star, but in some cases three-star, retir- 
red in terms, so that every ees of our country. And they are s 

year the President is going to have t e opportunity to either keep 
or replace someone on that military council. I think that it would 
be a body that could keep its continuity, and yet upon the desire of 
the President and the advice of the Secretary of Defense, they 
could change ita complexion over a period of just. a few years. 
Mr. RAY. But it seems to me that the members of your proposed 

National Military Council would lose touch rather quickly after 
they were separated from day-to-day operations. If so, could their 
advice be given credibility b the present Secreta of Defense? 

upward pressure from within their own service. They are still 
oing to retain the bias of the Air Force and the Marines or the 

Navy or Army because that was their life far man 

headed by a chief of staff, is that in conflict? 

an implication that this is the creation of a general staff. It allows 

I 

But it stil l  keeps the rotation going. 

vide for them to obtain some of the finest service officers and to 

them by should they be a member of the Joint Staff. 

Mr. SKELTON. Actually they do not lose touch. They lose the 

But they would have an objective view. If you had t he opportunity, 
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is obvious he has not lost touch. He still is very, very able and can 
give very sound advice. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Chairman, one more minute? 
Mr. NICHOLS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. RAY. How many additional four-star officers would be re- 

quired for the National Military Council under our plan? 

cause many of those that were appointed would retain a four-star 
rank or if a three-star were appointed he would of course be pro- 
moted to four-star. At best, you would need five slots for these 

le, because the would be in addition to the old slots allowed 
y law. They should have that mili rank. With the discretion of 

Would it not be fine to the President ou can have one civilian 
have someone like Melvin Laird, someone of his caliber, not a four- 
star general but someone of his intellect, as that civilian member? 

Mr. R a y .  There is a move to reduce general officers. I wondered 
is likely to approve any more of those slots. if you think Co 

Mr.  S k e l t o n .  Well, I do not see where this is in conf l ic t  with the 
idea of reducing the number of star r a n k s .  What you are doing, you 
have right now one pereon doing two job,s two four-star jobs, which 
is really a conflict and the real problem. To solve this conflict you 
are oing to have the joint military council I described, put in the 
legislation Over here, and of course they are going to have the 

proper rank. I do not think that is in conflict with cutting down 
the service number of stars. 
Mr. RAY. Thank ou, Mr. Skelton. 
Thank you, Mr. 
Mr. Nichols. I want to this a little bit with Mr. Skelton. 
You are roposing a National Military Council, made up of five 

Mr. SKELTON. That is correct. 
Mr. NICHOLS. What would be the length of their term? 
Mr. SKELTON. They will be staggered. It would be 3 years in dura- 

tion. However, they would be staggered at the beginning so that 
they would be turning over every year. 
Mr. NICHOLS. You mentioned some extremel prestigious, names 

is to retire, excellent people. I could add any number, Tom Moorer, 
and go on from there. Let me remind the ntleman, though, it 

same biases that perhaps have for the Army because I served in 
the Army, and sometimes I have to examine myself on the other 
branches of services to see that I treat them fairly. 
Would you not expect those same biases to be present that you 

seem to be critical about in the current system? 
them to have their service Mr. SKELTON. You would ex 

biases. Once a marine, I am told always a marine. This is fine. 
And they would understand the wa marines work and the think- 
ing of marines, but the would not have the upward pressure from 
the staff that we need this weapon system, you cannot let the 
Army steal that program from us, things like that. The would be 

Mr. SKELTON. You actually have very few additional officers be- 

members plus one civilian member. 

here. You suggested General Meyer, General Barrow, who shortly 

would seem to me that these people would be apt to carry those 

in a position to be more objective but still retain, and fortunately 
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so, the biases with which they live for so many years. I think that 
is a good thing. 
Mr. Nichols. Your suggestion has a good ring to it, but there are 

questions I have to ask you. Once a four-star retires, then he be- 
comes a member of the old guard, so to speak, and you have a new 

crowd in, new ideas, new viewpoints and so forth. You recall the 
testimony received from the former Secretary of Defense before the 
full committee just a few days ago. This gentleman, for all of his 
expertise 16 years ago, has been out of pocket 16 years, out of the 
mainstream. The question was asked the gentleman, as you recall: 
Have you been briefed recently? The response, I believe, No, he did 
not need to be briefed. Is this the type of person that you visualize 
would serve a real spot in trying to rectify some of the things that 
are of concern to both of us? 
Mr. SKELTON. I would first say I disagree with a number of his 

decisions some 16 years ago. Second, it would be the duty and the 
opportunity for anyone servin on this Joint Military Council, Mr. 
Chairman, to be briefed, to be rought u to date with modern pro- 

with his 1940 books. He would be thinking in today’s terms using 
his vast years of experience in making recommendations. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Now you bring these people back. You put them in 

uniform. You would restore their stars for the term of office in 
which they serve. You would need additional slots in order to do 
that. The services traditionally bring requests before the Military 
Personnel and Compensation Subcommittee, now chaired by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, for additional general officers. You 
were not in the Congress when this last came to the floor, but I can 
tell you the persuasion of Congress has not been very sympathetic 
toward roviding additional general officer and admiral slots. It is 

have more admirals and we have more generals than we had 
during the height of World War 11; I believe the figure is around 
1,175 or 1,200. What degree of optimism would you feel toward 
Congress granting those additional slots, five four-star billets? 
Mr. SKELTON. I would not think there would be much trouble at 

all given the fact this is going to end up making a more unified 
operation and an opportunity to save money within the military. I 
think, quite frankly, the people in the Congress could understand 
the reason for what we are doing. We are providing a method 
which in the long run will allow us to have a strong, adequate, 
lean defense. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Well, we will need your help on the floor to help us 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Lally. 
Mr. L a l l y .  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Skelton, in our hearing last year, any proposal for centraliza- 

tion of military authority in one individual was generally opposed 
by both active duty and retired military personnel. It was more fa- 
vorably received by the civilian wi tnes ses  that we had. 

The objection seemed to be that this would be a trend away from 
the civilian control over the Department of Defense by centralizing 

posals .  That would be his job. He would not sit in an ivory tower 

always brought to the attention of the Congress that currently we 

e that point. 
Mr. SKELTON. Yes, sir, you have that. 
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in one individual. What would your response to that criticism be, 
Mr. Skelton? 

t timely, you would get straightfor- 

a Gen. John Vessey as that Chief of Staff being the one giving the 
President and Secretary of Defense advice? I envision someone of 

well in that you that caliber. I think it would work ve 
would have the advice coming quickly an timely without a debate, 
and possibly compromise, before it got to the advice stage. 
Mr. LALLY. The criticism, however, Mr. Skelton, is that, for ex- 

ample, a General Vessey might not be thoroughly conversant with 
carrier aviation or Air Force bombing missions. Would he be as 
qualified as the current joint group to provide this information? 
Mr. S K E L T O N .  I think that someone that reaches that plateau, 

has had extensive joint training and experience, that an aircraft 
carrier is nothing new to them. They have worked with the Navy 
and other services in man ventures and I think it would be rela- 
tively easy tor someone of his caliber to be the Chief of Staff. 

Mr. SKELTON. You would 
ward undiluted advice. Would it not be absolutely fantastic to have 

Mr. LALLY. Thank you, Mr. Skelton. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Nichols. Mr. Barrett. 
Mr. B a r r e t t .  General Vessey contends in his statement, which 

wil l  be made later this morning, that the JCS is working well now, 
that good people and cooperation is what is needed. You appear to 
claim that the JCS is not working well now because it cannot 

advice on tough questions, like how to prioritize render mean 
the budget, or ow to deal with slicing up the world in the unified 
command plan, or how to deal with interservice matters, or issues 
looking toward the future, like s . Also, you contend that, even 

the Chiefs all working in harmony, this is one particular JCS and 
one administration, and we st i l l  have these long-recognized organi- 
zational defects. 

Is this a correct characterization of what you are saying, that we 
may be in a period of a honeymoon, but it is not good even now? 

Mr.  SKELTON.  YOU said that in such a way I Would like to say I 
wish I had said it. ite honestly, we have an o u t s t a n d i n g  group 

that given this same up of outstanding military leaders, under a 
think you would find an ability to pick and different system, I 

e entire choose between p 
P tical wis list. I think that the present system is inher- 

ently because you cannot ask, regardless of how bright and 
able they are, people to s e r v e  two masters. In essence you are 
asking too much. You are asking them to serve two masters. 

In addition to that, let me point out an additional problem. You 
now have from time to time a different Acting Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs. I think it is based on a uarter of a year, io my red-  
lection. So, at an one time, you will have a person serving as a 
service chief, at the same time serving as a member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and also at the same time being Acting Chairman, 
when the Chairman is indisposed. You are asking a t deal of a 
human be' I think the very system itself is at fault, certainly 
not the gentleman serving. We should be so fortunate from here on 

if we recently enjoy a variety of Camelot for this brief period with 

now. They do as we1l as the system will allow them to do. 

th , rather than coming to us with 
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out to have a guarantee of the caliber of the men that we have 
now. Of course there is none. 

Mr. B A R R E T T .  Thank you. 
No further questions. 
Mr. Nichols. I thank the gentleman from Missouri for his testi- 

mony, and I want to invite him to join the subcommittee as Gener- 
al Vessey presents his testimony. 

Mr. SKELTON. Thank you. 
Mr. NICHOLS. General Vessey, on behalf of the Investigations 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff this morning: General Meyer, Chief of 
Staff of the Army; General Barrow, Commandant of the Marine 
Corps; Admiral Watkins, Chief of Naval Operations, and General 
Gabriel, Chief of Staff of the Air Force. 

It is seldom that our subcommittee gets such a galaxy of stars 
before us and we are indeed honored, sir. 

We are certainly cognizant of the responsibilities that each of 
you shoulders in the defense effort and we appreciate the time that 
you have given us to ap 

position of the entire Joint Chiefs of Staff. I am going to request 
that you summarize that s ta tement ,  if you will, and after you are 
through, and before we have questions from members of the sub- 
committee, I will ask that each member of the Joint Chiefs in turn 
comment on his thinking about the current organization of the 
JCS, any problems that you think could be improved, and generally 
your views on how these problems can be solved. 

General Vessey, you may proceed, sir, at this time. 

STATEMENT OF GEN. JOHN W. VESSEY, JR., USA, CHAIRMAN OF 
THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, ACCOMPANIED B Y  GEN. ROBERT 
H. BARROW, COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS; ADM. 
JAMES D. WATKINS, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS GEN. ED- 
WARD C. MEYER, CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE ARMY; AND GEN. 
CHARLES A. GABRIEL, CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE AIR FORCE 
General Vessey. T h a n k  you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank 

you for asking me and my colleagues to testify on this important 
subject. 

You will recall that last year General Gabriel and Admiral W a t -  
kins and I were asked shortly after we came into office to testify on 
our views and we did. Last summer this body of chiefs eed that 

as the basis for that review, we used the duties that were outlined 
in the law. We agreed on criteria that we would apply to the var- 
ious proposals that had been made for change. I described those cri- 
teria to you last July, but I think it is worth repeating those here 
today. 

The first was, Would the change improve the ability of this 
Nation to go to war if we were forced to go to war? 

Second was, Would the change provide the President and Secre- 
tary of Defense better advice than the present system does, and 
would that advice be timely? I also pointed out to you when we dis-  
cussed this earlier that we agreed on a definition for timeliness and 
that was the Secretary of Defense and the President ought to have 

Subcommittee, I want to welcome you and the other members of 

r here as a body today. 
General, you have submitted a joint statement representing the 

we would undertake a review of our own organization. To be used 
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Subcommittee, I want to welcome you and the other members of 

r here as a body today. 
General, you have submitted a joint statement representing the 

we would undertake a review of our own organization. To be used 
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military advice before they knew they needed it. If they did get it 
that way, it was timely. 

The third criterion that we agreed on was, Would the change 
better insure that the uirements of the commanders in chief of 
the unified and specific commands were met? Those are the 
people who would fight the Nation’s battles. No one has proposed  
changing that concept in the law. 

The fourth criterion was, Would the change he1 the Nation a l l o -  

and efficiently than the resent system? 
We also agreed, after discussing the matter with the Secretary of 

Defense, to use a fifth criterion, and that is, Would the suggested 
change maintain civilian control of the military? 
As I said, we examined the duties outlined in section 141 of title 

10, United States Code. Our examination of those duties confirmed 
for us that they are, in fact, the right duties for the JCS. 

We examined at the time the proposals that had been made by 
General Jones for changes and roposals that had been made by 

n made by General Meyer, for 
p o s s i b l e  changes. We examined each one of those roposed  chan ges 

the existing law gives us most of the latitude we need to improve 
the effectiveness of our own operation. I would report to you that 
we are working to do that now in cooperation with the Secretary of 
Defense and commanders in the field. 

We believe that improvements are underway. Certainly we have 
improved the personal communications among the JCS as a corpo- 
rate body and with the President and Secretary of Defense We are 
lacing emphasis on providing timely advice to the President and 

Secretary. There is increased participation by the commanders in 
chief of the unified and specified commands in program and budget 
decisions and we believe we are sharpening the focus of the JCS on 
strategic advice. 

last summer to call in the command- 
ers As in chief of the unified and specified commands and ask each of 
them to brief the Chiefs personally on his most demanding war 
plan and concept of operation. As a result of that, we have set in 
motion the mechanisms for improving the planning guidance to 
those commanders. 

We have taken measures to assure the continuity between the 
Chairman and the JCS member who acts as the Chairman during 
my absence by appointing one of our members to serve on a quar- 
terl basis. That seems to have worked out reasonably well. 

We have asked the service schools to emphasize joint planning 
and operations in their training. We have taken it upon ourselves 
to review the curricula of the int colleges to assure that is in 
effect. We have set in motion the mechanism for a new training 
program for officers serving on the Joint Staff. 

One of the things that we learned in our review is that the objec- 
tive of the exercise should be to make the key man in the defense 
organization as effective as he can be. That key man is the Secre- 

of Defense. The question is not one for the JCS b themselves. 

Secretary of Defense. 

c a t e  the resources that it provides for national defense more wisely 

others, including some that had bee 

in light of the criteria that I outlined. We general ly concluded that 

It is a question of they function as advisors to the President and 



62 

As I point out in the statement, in that respect we realized that 
there are three key relationships. The first is the relationship with 
the Chiefs as a body with the Secretary of Defense and the Presi- 
dent. We approached the Secretary of Defense on this matter. As a 
result of that, we, as a body, have met regularly with the President 
in addition to my meet' with the President as the adviser to the 

The second retionship is the relationshi among ourselves, the 
Chiefs as a body. We recognize that each o the service chiefs has 
res nsibilities beyond his duties as a member of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. He has to build forces that are to be fought by the corn- 
manders in chief of the unified and s ified commands. But at the 
same time, when he comes to the JCS, he has to come to the JCS 
as a body, recognizing the particular duties that the JCS have to 
perform. Each of them brings unique talents to that body because, 
as a result of his other duties, he knows that particular service, 
what it is capable of doing and what it needs. 

The third relationship which I outlined in the statement is the 
relationship among the Chiefs as a body and the commanders in 
chief of the unified and specified commands. 

We did conclude that some adjustments were needed to the law 
and those are outlined in the proposal that the Defense Depart- 
ment has made. That is, we have s ested that there be flexibility 
in the law that 
needs require. We have suggested that you lift the limit on the 
number of ple on the Joint Staff. We have also that 

the Joint Staff be the same as the law which seta the term of serv- 
ice for officers on the Army and Air Staffs. 

The last point was to place the Chairman by law in the chain of 
command 
The statement outlines some of the reasons for those changes 

and we also outline in the statement some of the reasons why we 
do not recommend sorne of the other changes that have been sug- 
gested. I wi l l  be happy to answer questions about those. 

and I know you have read it. It is a very short statement. I don't 
think I need to add any more than that. 

Written Statement of Gen. JOHN W. Vessey,  JR. 
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for a s k i n g  me and my col- 

leagues to return here to testify on the very important topic of impr the effec- 
tiveness of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f .  You will recall that General Gabriel, Admiral 
Watkins and I presented our views on 28 July, roughly one month after we assumed 
our duties. You may remember also that General M er and General Barrow hed 
already preceded us in their testimony. Since then, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have 

studied proposals for improving the way the JCS contribute to national defense. I 
would like to discuss with you the conclusions we reached and to describe the 

changes we have set in motion to improve the way we do our business. The Chiefs 
have asked me to report the findings of our review. 

Early last summer, the Chiefs and I agreed that we would undertake this review 
ities. As a basis for of our organization and our way of 

our r e v i e w ,  we recognized that the effectiveness of the JCS is a direct function of 
the relationship the JCS maintain with the Secretary of Defense and the P r e s i d e n t ,  
with the commanders of the unified and specified commands, and with each other. 
Accordingly, we decided to address the issues personally rather than have staff offi- 
cers do the work. 

National Security Council 

f 

rmits the Joint Staff to grow or contract as its 

you make the law which seta the term of service for members of 

Mr. Chairman, that is a summary of what the statement says 
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We agreed on criteria we would apply to all p 

these in some detail last July, but I want to repeat 
Would the change  improve our ability to wage 

The ultimata test is the ability to transition 
to a successful conclusion, should deterrence 

Would it provide the President and the 

for change. I described 

ever forced into one? 
and to f ight  the war 

nee better and mote 

quirements and programs. 

Service schools continue to 

We have taken measure to assure 
member acting in my absence by 

under National Defense 
and operations at theater and globel levels. 

In the conduct of our review, we learned something that probably should have 
been obvious from the start. The challenge for any “reorganizer” is to enhance the 

effectiveness of the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of Defense is key man 
in the defense establishment; and, reform must focus on improving how he uses the 

ing program for officers of 

Thethird relationship, which I addressed earlier, is that among the Joint 
and an important group of nine—the commanders of  the unified and specified com- 
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mands. The JCS as a body and the Chief of each of tho services must ensure the 
ments of the CINCs are heard and acted upon. 
These relationships are fundamental elements in any 

our business. JCS Organization cannot be considered in 

our defenses. In this respect, the effectiveness of the JCS is a function 
the JCS can only be considered in the light of the r mechanism for building 

standing and of mutual respect within each of the relationships I outlined. The rela- 
tionships must be by all the people involved. 

Nevertheless, our review has led us to conclude that some adjustments of Depart- 
ment of Defense organization and procedures are indicated-necessitating changes 
in the law. This is so for a number of Past experience shows that military 
advice on stra , on force requirements, and on measures for the transition of our 

JCS to improve our ability to provide the anal cal basis for military strategy; 
force structuring; joint tactics, techniques, procedures and related t r a i n i n g ,  and 
pin t  logistics. Further, the staff working for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Joint 
Staff, is not now beet structured to assist the JCS on jor decisions relating to 
force requirements or to weapon system choices. Accordingly, tho Joint Staff needs 
to be strengthened. Finally, in the interest of aligning our peacetime and wartime 

functions, the law also should be amended to place the chairman in the chain of 
command to the unified and 

I would like to amplify on these needed changes as contained in basic recom- 
Secretary of Defense and submit- 

ted to both houses on 18 April: 
First, we recommend that statutory restrictions on the size of the Joint Staff and 

tenure of ita officers be changed to augment and strengthen their su rt to the 
Chiefs The changes are necessary em that the size of the Joint Staff can be adjusted 
when necessary to ensure it has the number of experienced officers needed to assist 
the JCS and the Secretary of Defense in carrying out their assigned responsibilities. 

Second, we recommend that 10 United States Code 124 be amended to place the 
chairman in the formal chain of command. The chairman presides over the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff; and he communicates, at the direction of the President or the Secre- 
tary of Defense, orders to the commanders of the unified and specified commands. 
The propsed legislation would make explicit the chairman's functions as a link be- 
tween Secretary of Defense and the u n i f i e d  and specified commands, an ar- 
rangement which already works well in practice. 

In sum,  the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that these changes to the current organi- 
zation are necessary for a more effective JCS. Other proposals which were advanced 

to the organization of the JCS were given a thorough examination by 
We have told the Secre of Defense that we believe that other im- 

made within the boundaries of existing legisla- 
%= 

provements can most probably be 
tion. And, we have recommended that we work together to develop and test those 

is the principal mil- 
changes. 
itary advisor. This is adequately ded in existing law and the proposal would 
s e r v e  onl to disrupt or confuse of advice from the other members of the 

Similarly, 
JCS. We believe the chairman does not require a full time, 4-star deputy chairman. 
The system of quarterly, rotation of an acting chairman is wor 
the J cil of Senior 
Military Advisors apart from the Chiefs of the services, but we believed that the 

proposals already outlined rovide the opportunity for us to improve the military 
advice to the Secretary of Defense. Nor is it necessary or appropriate to revise the 
l a w  t o  s u b o r d i n a  te the Joint Staff specifically to the chairman chairman is al- 
ready responsible for the management of the Joint Staff and its director on behalf 
of the Joint chiefs of staff. 

, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have completed the review of the various 
proposals to change the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Our recommenda- 

all the Chiefs have been submitted to the Con- tions, concurred in 
Defense; and we recommend their a p p r o v a l .  We will 

be glad to answer your questions. 

re from peace to war can beet be provided by the JCS. However, the 

commands. 

mendations for new legislation made through 

We do not believe it is necessary to specify that the c 

gave careful consideration to the concept of a National 

Mr. Cha 

through the Secretary of 

Mr. NICHOLS. Thank you, General. 
Let me pursue a question that is of concern to Mr. Skelton. You 

indicated that the Joint Chiefs of Staffs internal and external rela- 
tionship are very harmonious at present. I would think that could 
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fense budget is rising at a peacetime record rate. 

I find myself wondering what would happen if circumstances 
changed and ou had to accept less than we talked about. Many 

for their specific services. Since the Joint Chiefs of Staff cannot 
influence on the budget because the members can't 

make t h e s e  decisions, then the civilian s e c t o r ,  the program analysis 
and evaluation group and elsewhere, has to do this. 

My question is, iven the current Joint Chiefs of Staffs very har- 

Congress as a body, and the President, where to cut the budget 
from the administration's 10 percent growth in the event that we 
are going to have to accept something like 5 percent or there- 

abouts? 
I guess I am asking you, as a body, in the confines of your delib- 

erations, I am not asking you if we are oing to cut this one or the 
other. But suppose we were to ask you that? Have you some sort of 
document, somewhere in the confines of the Pentagon drawers, 
that would assist this committee? 

It is a tough question, General. Nobody likes the cut, but we are 
faced with the dilemma that is pretty apparent, I think, and I just 
have to put that question to you, sir. 

General Vessey. Let me give my part of the answer, then you 
might want to ask the other Chiefs. 

Certainly the Joint Chiefs in their deliberations as a body look at 
the national strategy and look at force requirements for that na- 
tional strategy. I think we have the best bit of advice on what the 
risks are if those force requirements aren' t  met. 
We as a body can also give general directions on where one 

might have to cut, where one might cut with the least mount  of 
risk in the general sorts of the force structure. 

But I think when it comes to cutting within that guidance, when 
it comes to specific cuts, then we n e e d  the advice of the services 
because they are the ones that are responsible for building forces 
and the know where the efficiencies come in making cuts. 

eral areas ought to be cut, and what general areas ought not to be 
cut. Then, it seem to me the mechanism has to work with the 
advice of the service chiefs looking at the individual budgets. 

seek responses from other members—the 
concern has been voiced about the situation when we get the knife 
out. And it is evident we are going to have to make some cuts. Ad- 
miral Watkins has 30 years in the U.S. Navy. He doesn't want to 
cut the carrier. General Barrow thinks there is nothing like the 
Marine Co , and the same way with General Gabriel and Gener- 

services. They are saying, don't let them cut the Marine Corps, 
General. Be sure to save the B-1 a n d  other planes, don't let them 
cut that. 

Could I have some comments from the members on that? That is 
one of the concerns that has been expressed that needs change. 

critics claim that the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a group has very little 

monious relationship, could you gentlemen right now advise the 

As a body we can give general strategic advice on what the gem 

I would ask my colle 
Mr. NICHOLS. Before 

al Meyer. There is a feeling that there are pressures within those 
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General Vessey. I would say that certainly those divided individ- 
ual loyalties are there. But on the other hand, these are the senior 
members of each of the services and they understand what the 
services are for. So I would ask each of the Chiefs to comment. 

General MEYER. My comment would be that to date we haven't 
been able to do that prioritization among services very well. Some 
of the steps that are being proposed here would give us an im- 
proved capability to do that. 

There are always internal pressures that you have as a service 
chief—to respond to your soldiers, c i v i l i a n s ,  and families—that you 
are taking into account when you sit as a member of the JCS. In 
an attempt to put t h o s e  aside, you look a t  the things in the broader 
i s s u e ,  but even as a JCS member, you also have a responsibility to 

the soldier. 
General GABRIEL. W h a t  General Meyer was talking about is 

all the Chiefs have been firmly in sup rt of and that is 

Beyond that, as the Chairman says, we give the strategic guid- 
ance on where to spend the moneys and that is a national priority 
that we set. Like this year, of course, strategic offensive forces, and 
readiness sustainability, mobility, force structure, and whatnot are 
in that rack up. That is not saying ou fill eve bin before you get 

to the services to fill in each of those requirements as they can best 
do it with the budget that is given to them. 

As General Meyer also says, we have, among the Chiefs, not done 
very well over the years in resource management. I am sure there 
is a way we might improve on that. We are seeking wa 

man manages the change the propose in the Joint Staff both in 
size and tenure of members of the staff and we get improvements 
in the training and whatnot that we are doing with the Joint Staff. 
I think we can improve the cooperation that we have to have to 
manage in order to be more responsive in resource management. 

Admiral WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I think that the changes have 
taken place already in the last 2 years have been significant. I can 
say that with some knowl  e since I was formerly a part of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as the Vice Chief of Naval Operations. I think 
the system has begun to change in A dramatic wa 

The Chairman now sits as a member of the Defense Resources 
Board. That was not always the case. He exercises a high d 
participation today, with the service chiefs acting in an advisory 
capacity to him during those deliberations. They a r e  significant de 
liberations. Also present at the Defense Resources Board that 

makes these decisions balance between the services are the unified 
and specified commanders who are called in to make their presen- 
tation, a very thorough presentation. 

Obviously, their interests am the fighting forces they have today 
and in insuring they have the 

The unified commanders have 
placing near-term readiness, sustainability, and comman and con- 
trol at the very highest priorities of the Defense program. They 
have made an impact. 

quality of life of our people. We put that, as you know, No. 1 in all 

down to the bottom. You can't do that, as you follow. Then it is up 

prove on that. But I think it can be done. Especially if the Chair- 

cases. 

uisite deterrent strength. 
n persuasive and com bee 
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of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, wit21 the 
changes being recommended. They are modest by legislative stand- 
ards. But they are significant internally in better defining the rela- 
tionship between the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Internal changes will strengthen further the involvement of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff in the allocation process. We have just partici- 
pated, for example, in the development of the budget for next year. 
The participation of each JCS member in the individual service’s 
presentation of their planned budgets to the Secretary of Defense 
provided the ability to comment and the ability to ut it all togeth- 

We have specifically looked at all cross-service programs and as- 
sured they are properly funded. That was not the procedure in the 
past. The involvement of the Joint Chiefs in resource allocation is 
much more s i g n i f i c a n t  than I have ever seen it. 
The JCS need more tools and that is what is being recommended 

by this body. That is an internal device that is necessary that has 
not been there in the past. 
So I feel very strongly that we are moving rapidly in the right 

direction and that we wi l l  be increasingly able as a body in the 
future. With the kinds of improvements that are being recommend- 
ed we are able to sit in judgment on the total force that the unified 
and specified commanders need both for deterrence and war fight- 
ing. I believe we can turn our hats around without conflict of inter- 
est and do both of those tasks. 

We can also make recommendations to the Secretary of Defense 
when he asks us to insure that the kinds of cuts that perha 
be forced upon us can beat be accommodated. We obviously can 
make recommendations on the best balance. I believe that we will 
look very critically, very objectively across-the-board at all the pro 
grams to make determinations of the kinds of things that we rou- 
tinely have to face when we have budget cuts from Ca ito1 Hill. I 
think we can put those in the best perspective for the of 
Defense. 

So I don’t believe we are that far from achieving our goals, and I 
think that with some modest changes we can improve even further 

on our ability to participate in both train’ and equipping the 

balance to carry out the national objectives. 
General VESSEY. Before General Barrow testifies, after the Chief 

of Naval Operations made that statement, I would just recall for 
you an incident that occurred in the JCS meeting the other day 
where we were reviewing the programs for this next year. pointed 
out to the Chief of N a v a l  rations that he constructed his pro- 
gram in this fashion, hut I believed that as the representative of 
the operational commanders I couldn’t sup rt this particular 

ations said, “I understand that. And he said, “As a member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, I don’t believe I can support it either.” But he 
said, “You need to know that as Chief of Naval Operations I put it 
together for this particular reason.” So that sort of thing we see 
and those are the dichotomies that these people have to face. 

We agreed, as the 

er as a total force package for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to consider. 

forces as well as insure that the proper mix of all the services is in 

thing that he had done to his program. The Chief of Naval Oper- 
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I would point out also that the Chief of Staff of the Army and 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force put their together this last 
ear wi th each one sitting in on the other's program construction 
or next year. 
So possibilities are there. 

f 

Gene B a r r o w .  There is not much I can add. I am in general 
agreement with what has been said. 

I think we should keep the JCS involvement in resource alloca- 
tion at a macro level as the Chairman indicated when he spoke 

volved in too much detail. 
about guidance and that sort of thing, as opposed to getting us in- 

Mr. Nichols. Mr. Ray. 
Mr. RAY. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, gentlemen. This morning we are glad to have you 

before the subcommittee. 
General Vessey, last year both General Jones and General Meyer 

indicated there was insufficient time for the chiefs to do a good jab 
as chief of a service and as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

nsibility is a full-time job. They maintained that each 
Now, in your statements, I believe on page 4, you reject estab- 

lishing a Deputy Chairman and you favor a tem of rotating this 

M y  question is, How can the chief serving as your deputy, who is 
already overburdened and do' a good job, how can he perform an 

General Vessey. Well, I guess the chiefs themselves would be 
better able to a n s w e r  that question, but it is of their duties in 
the law to serve as members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. And cer- 
tainly, of course, during the 3 months of the year that I ask them 
to serve as Acting Chairman, they must keep up to speed with the 
things that I do as Chairman. It requires extra effort on their 
And it is full-time work. There is no question about that. 
people have lon hours and a lot to do, and this does, in fact, add 

At the same time, I would say it has been m experience that 

Chiefs of Staff because the have gotten into the other end of the 

they can tell you better on the time business. 

duty among the current chiefs on a quarterly basis 

additional full-time job thoroughly for 3 months of the year? 

extra hours to that job of theirs. 

working that way has made them better members of the Joint 

decisionmaking. I would ask the chiefs to comment on that because 

in the absence of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff upon 

Jim? 
Admiral WATKINS. I was assigned first as the Acti Chairman 

taking the job of Chief of Naval rations. Because I had had 2 
years of prior duty in the Joint Staff, I had a good solid feeling for 
the staff. But I had no real feeling for the magnitude of the task. 
Being adviser to the President at the National Security Council 
meetings and the like on a broad range of subjects was indeed a 
heavy new task for me. 

On the other hand, I found that putting in the extra time— 
spending the time down in the Joint Staff getti the Joint briefing, 
getting up to s on Central America and the Middle East issues, 

closely allied—was not that difficult for me. With the extra effort I 
found myself comfortable with the Joint Staff effort. At the same 

many of which involved maritime strategy to which I had been 
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time, I don't think I subverted my responsibility to the Navy be- 
cause I feel that many of the Navy issues were really tied in with 
my efforts in the Joint Staff. 
So I felt it was not only important for me as a member of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, I felt I contributed at the National Security 
meetings and the like and did not feel ill-prepared in so doing. 

I believe the same face going in the conference room for 3 
months in the absence of General Vessey provides a very impor- 
tant piece of continuity. Other participants can begin to relate to 
you and you, in turn, can reflect the views of the Chairman and 
the other Chiefs. I have participated in many conference calls 
during those periods of time with the other Chiefs. We never do 
anything without touching base with each other. 

I was able to be Acting Chairman and carry out my purely Navy 
functions. My observations have been that each one of us has been 
put to the test, has done the job, and feels after it is all over that 
we made a contribution. We were able to do both task and without 
giving short shrift to either. 

General MEYER. I had intended to make an opening statement 
where I could put my views into perspective. 

I would like to talk a little bit on the broader issue, if I may, Mr. 
Chairman, because clearly I have been an advocate of major sur- 
gery and major change within the JCS. I wrote about it in April 
1982, in the Armed Forces Journal. I laid out what I c o n s i d e r e d  t o  
be some of the flaws existing in the organization of the JCS. 

It appears to me that the most important aspect of this issue, un- 
derscored by the appearance of the Chiefs here as a corporate body 

of the Chiefs, which they 
of Defense and the 

President and in a discussion which General Vessey outlined that 

before you, is an agreement on the 
have stated in their memo to the 

the Chiefs believe that we need to do a better job of providing mili- 

We all agree with that. To me that is the most important single 
step and that was why, since this group of Chiefs was willing to 
agree on a way to come up with a solution as to how to provide 
better military advice, I was willing to join with them in a common 
approach toward the solution. 

I learned about accommodation after having watched Congress 
operate around here for the past 8 years. So I learned somewhat 
from you. 

But I do want to say a few words about that because I do not 
believe that changes to the JCS alone will do anything. I believe it 
will do a little—I guess that is a better way to say it. It will im- 
prove along the linea Admiral Watkins and General Vessey o u t -  
lined—those kinds of things will take place. But if the de jure 
senior military advisers are not, in fact, the senior military advis- 
ere to the President and to the Secretary of Defense, and if either 
of those two go elsewhere for military advice, then all the monkey 

ministratian proposals that we have here, as far as a change in the 
law, I sup rt, because they move us in the direction we need to 

time we don't feel we need to do more. 

advice to the President and the Secretary of Defense. 

business you do in reorganizing the JCS will be for naught. The ad- 

As we said in our memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, at this 
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We still have some pieces that are undone and those are the 
pieces that relate to reviewing changes as to how we interface with 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense [OSD]. That action, as Gener- 
al Vessey outlined, is not completed at this instant. But that also 
has to occur. But even that is not going to be enough unless-and 
this is where I intend to stand on a soap box—we do something 
about the basic way we do defense business, and that involves Con- 
gress, the administration, OSD, the services, and the JCS. 

Here I wi l l  be critical of Congress—not critical, merely obser- 
vant. This year we had to appear before three separate committees 
of Government working military hardware roblems. 

ing for what your view are on the purpose for the armed forces. 
But I will be candid. When I sit before the House Armed Services 
Committee and look across the s rum of view that are ex- 

So it is not surprising that we have such a difference o views on 
how we ought to be going about doing our business, and the i s s u e s  
of yearly budgets and no continuity of funding. Those types of 

, or t h o s e  proposed by others, 

any bod of senior military advisers or how this Chief rovides 

way in whic we do defense business, then I am concerned about 
whether we are getting the most for the defense dollar. 

What I would ask is that you judge the pro 
made as a corporate body toda as one that t is group of Chiefs 

We also believe that we need to improve the way in which that 
advice is entered into the system—that is the Secretary of Defense, 
President, and congressional system. 

We all agree this pro will help and I agree that it will help 
now and at this time. It may be necessary in the future to make 
some additional changes, but I believe, as our memo said, that this 

I believe that little meaningful will happen if you just tinker 
with the JCS. I think it is part of the whole system that must be 
changed. I support these changes. I believe that as General Vessey 
said in our combined statement on the last page there, in a para- 
graph an page 9, that this will provide the o rtunity for us to 

improve the military advice to the Secretary offense 
I think that is what this provides. We understand that it is only 

Mr. Britt. 
Mr. B r i t t .  General Vessey, when you met with the subcommittee 

members in May, there was an indication that the JCS was initial- 
ly split on whether a Deputy Chairman is needed. 

General Vessey. Well, I think we discussed the issue of the 
ized that part of Deputy Chairman at great length and we 

the i s s u e  is do you have time enough to, do all the things you have 
to do. So, what we did is, as I told you then, we made the assump- 

I happen to k n o w  most of you here so I have a pretty good feel- 

pressed up there, I will tell ou that there are a lot of different 
views on why we need armed forces and what their pu 

on the way we do business. 
we have pro 

u n l e s s  the elemental change is there—beyond 

basic m i l i t a r y  advice—unless we make some changes in the basic 

believes necessary to improve t E e development of military advice. 

is the proper approach at this time. 

of the solution. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Thank you, sir. 
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tion that, all right, there would be a Deputy chairman. Now let’s 
what the duties of the JCS are under law in relationship with the 
commanders in chief of the unified and specified commands and 
with the Secretary of Defense and President. We agreed we would 
try to write the duties of the Deputy chairman, and where he sits 
in this hierarchy of thin , and what he is to do. 

Well, as a b o d y  we all tried to do that and we couldn’t come up 
with satisfactory answers. AB a result, we concluded that we were 
better off without a Deputy Chairman. The Chairman had to work 
hard and we would have to do without a deputy. 

Mr. Britt. The Senior Strategy Advisory Board was included in 
last year’s bill. What are the objections to such an approach? 

General Vessey. Well, it obviously has some value, and to a cer- 
tain extent it probably has great value. On the other hand, the 
strategic advice for the United States is how to use the forces we 
have, or how to build the forces we should have, to do the things 
that the Nation needs to do. Here, in this group of four service 
chiefs you have the heads of the four services, you have the people 
who know more about those services than anybody else. e con- 
clude that, yes, it takes a lot of time. In wartime this body would 
probably have to devote almost full time to the strategic direction 
of the war. The buildin a n d  maintaining of the forces would have 
to be done by the Vice efs of Staff, perhaps with more authority 
and a little more assistance. However, in peacetime these Chie 
concluded that with difficulty they could do the job, and they bring 

unique talents to that job of providing the strategic advice. 

sit down and write the duties of the Deputy chairman recognizing 

fs 
Chi 

The Chiefs might want to add something to that. 
Mr. Britt. No further questions. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Let me pursue that just a little with you. The gen- 
tleman from Missouri, a very able member of our committee, and 
very much interested in this issue, is suggesting this advisory com- 
mittee, and he invisions that on that committee would be five mili- 
tary officers plus one civilian. The- would be perhaps former 

! General Barrow away from 
his fishing hole down in 
Mr. SKELTON. You will recall I nominated two retiring members 

for that. 
Mr. NICHOLS. That has a good ring to it. I can think of any 

number of retired people who still are uite active in following the 
military and the defense posture and o n times are outs ken in 
their viewpoints. I have some concern over the additional slots that 
would be needed. We would have to go to Congress and ask for 
those slots. 

I have another concern because when a man retires, there is an 
old saying that “a setting sun throws off ve little heat.” I am just 
wondering if it would not be probable that these advisory members 
of the board, with all of their expertise and know1 e and well 
Wishing, would not be sort of looked at as the over-the-hill g a n g  in 
many respects, despite their input and the knowledge they might 
have. 

How would you react to former Secretaries of Defense and 
former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs? They would be out to pas- 
ture, say 4 or 5 or even 16 years, serving in an advisory capacity. 

call C h i e f s  of Staff ; perhaps ou might 
Lo uisiana. 

fte 
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without calling any names or cast- 

that all of those people probably 
have advice and wisdom to lend. I want to tell you that we have no 
reluctance to call on former chiefs or former commanders in chief 
of unified and specified commands for advice on either general or 
specific subjects. So, we can and do do that now. 

but certainly it is not uncommon to do it. For example, we are test- 
ing out a training program for newly appointed flag officers and we 
tasked three former senior field commanders, commanders in chief, 
to assist us in this evaluation of that program. After the rescue a t  
tempt in Iran, the Joint Chiefs at that time called on former chiefs 
and commanders in chief to evaluate that particular program and 
to give them advice on it. So, it is not an uncommon thing to do. 
The Defense Science Board frequently asks former chiefs or com- 
manders chief of- 
Mr. NICHOLS. The Scowcroft Commission would be a very fine ex- 

am le of that. 
General Vessey. A good example. 

Mi. NICHOLS. The President I  be l ieve  has recreated that or ex- 
tended that tour. 
General Vessey. Yea, sir. 
Admiral WATKINS. Well, I 

are important. I have had 
years, called the CNO 
mixed with bipartisan 
ral Inman, for 
that committee. 

In addition we meet annually with all the prior Chiefs of Naval 
Operations. We present them with the latest Soviet threat, the 

analyses we have conducted, our stra 
how it plays with, say, the war in Central Europe or defense of 

with the unified commanders and decide whether or not we should 
influence the maritime strategy out in the field. We have talked to 
General Rogers in Europe to show how the maritime strategy in 
the Northern Atlantic can he1 the outcome of the war in Central 

In the Defense Science Board, Admiral Kid was one of the mem- 
bers. General Blanchard, who had headed the Army in Europe, was 
another. So we do seek their advice. 

I know when the report came out on the aborted hos e rescue 
that it made a recommendation that when we had a complex oper- 
ation of this ty in the future, that an advisory panel be brought 

to statutory panels you have a different ball e. Then you have 

accountability for a decision? 
Who are on the committee? We genuinely tried to understand 

how to make the group of 10 advisers that were proposed in the 
prior congressional bill work by saying, How do you pick these in- 
dividuals? How do you avoid politicization of that group? How do 

Mr. NICHOLS. In ractice do you frequently do this? 
General Vessey. Well, it all depends on what you call f requent ly ,  

the 
United States, the Western Pacific, and the like. We then meet 

, our maritime stra 

Europe. We are getting advice from as many people we can. 

in. These pane are not statutory in nature. I think when you go 

a committee. But can a committee have the full responsibility and 
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you insure that the advice you are getting is not going to be any 
more costly, when coupled with the realities of the forces that we 
have to train and equip, than we have today. 

ain was that it was very difficult to find such an 
objective, free-thinking, and up-to-speed panel of individuals who 
knew the current force levels and knew their readiness ure and 

into the outmoded data base, and we have too many around today 
using old data, making recommendations on strategies that are 
outdated. 

In my opinion that is where we begin to lose contact with the 
advisory boards-when they have statutory rather than advisory 
authority. So I believe it a mistake to go into that kind of assem- 
blage of individuals, with responsibilities to the Congress and the 
President, who are going to get further and further away from the 
realities of service readiness, sustainability, and ability to fight the 
war time goes on. We are going to have to keep them u to 
speed. I think it is layerirg and diluting the authorities and re- 

are ample to meet future uirements. 

General MEYER. have something to say, since you have obvious- 
ly indicated I throw off no heat because my sun is setting, so I 
would start out by not trying to throw off heat. 

It seems to me that there are two absolutes as far as an strate- 

must come under the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. There 
can on1 be one senior military adviser to the President and to 

senior leader who is charged with providing military advice. That 
to me is one of the absolutes. 

There is an area in which I would take a bit of exception to what 
Admiral Watkins says, and that is the transition to war and the 
wartime role of strategic advice. The uestion is whether or not, 

a strategic advisory group which could spend the bulk of their time 
working on the prosecution of the war, with somebody else running 
the departments. 

It could work either way. I would merely say that you will need 
in wartime the most senior, brilliant strategists you have o 
full time on strategy. How you go about doing hat-whether it is 
this body sitti other body-is something 

that has to be 
on the last remark made by 

General Meyer. Today we intend to do that in my mind by the 
Chiefs concentrating on the wartime mission, obviously, and the 
Vice Chiefs will fill in the service res nsibilities. That ties in with 
what I wanted to say earlier about being the Acting Chairman. I 
had some reservation about that in the beginning and, as General 
Vessey said, we discussed the values of the Deputy Chairman. 
There are some good arguments for it. But after having been in it 
now these 3 months, it has been most beneficial to me and it is like 
wartime in the sense  that General O'Malley has filled in a great 
deal as the Vice Chief. He is running the service and I am keeping 

Our feeling 

the like. The further you get away from that the further you et 

sponsibilities the JCS now have under the law and which I think 

Mr. NICHOLS. Anyone else? 

gic advisory board is concerned. One is that whatever board it is, it 

others. It seems to me that however you organize it, you need one 

under those sets of circumstances, it will be necessary to establish 
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up to speed as well as I can on what the Chairman has to do. It has 
been m o s t  revealing to me and a great education to be exposed to 
the JCS and what goes on over there at those levels wi th  the M- 
dent and meeting with the Secretary ot’ Defense, one on one, fre- 
quentl 
So, I do believe what I say about the wartime mode of operation. 

I do believe that will work if we concentrate on our wartime re- 
sponsibilities and have the Vice Chiefs, who have been do’ 

you run the service—fill in more directly in that role. 
Mr. Nichols. Anyone else? 
Mr. RAY. General Vessey, on page 8 in your testimony, you men- 

tioned several times that needed improvements cannot be made in 
the Pentagon. This of itself in my mind would tend to confirm that 
the testimony last year that indicated serious problems exist is cor- 
rect. 
Now, I have tried to read back through some of the testimony, 

just glancing at some of the problems that have been identified 
which stil l  exist today. In your mind does this mean that maybe 
these problems cannot be solved internally, or are we oing to have 

them handled? 
General VESSEY. Well, I think, as General Meyer said, when we 

went through this exercise of examining our own duties and the 
way we carried out our job, we came to the conclusion that the ob- 
jective of the exercise was to make the Secretary of Defense—when 
you look at what his duties are in the law, and where he site in 
relationshi to the President and what happens to defense in this 
of Defense as effective as we can possibly make him. That requires 

the right relationship between and among the Joint Chiefs and be- 
tween them and the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary’s civil- 
ian staff, the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Certainly the Sec- 
retary of Defense then is the agent of the President in commanding 
the operating forces. 
Can it be done without changes in the law? As we said, we be- 

lieve that with these changes in the law we have a good chance of 
doing what needs to be done. But as General Meyer said, we all 

recognized that there are some changes that need to be made in 
the way we do defense business. Some of those changes might well 

beyond the Defense Department, such as the things that have 
been suggested, multiyear budgets and such things as that, with 

the work that you people have to do. We have set out with the Sec- 
retary of Defense to work out the relationships among us, the Sec- 
retary and his civilian staff, to get the most efficiency out of that 

r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

law? Well, I guess you can write “Do good work” in 
then if people don’t do good work, make it punitive or =me 

cult problems cha t  we deal with. I would say change the law as has 
been proposed and then we have a good chance of marching on to 
make the other changes that need to be made. 

for us in the main--that is what they do is run the staff and help 

to resort eventually to legislation to deal with some of them to get 

country—that the objective of the exercise is to make the Secretary 

Now, can you change that, can you do anything by c 

like that. That might have some effect on it. These are very 
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We don't want to try to lead you to believe that only those 
changes in the law are all the changes that need to be made. We 
need to make some changes and we are making some changes in 
the way we do our business as a body, and the way we do our busi- 
ness with the Secretary of Defense and his civilian staff. 

I read in last year's testimony, altho h I was not on the com- 

for correcting some of these is rather modest. Do you thin that is 
really going to do the job—the proposal that you have recommend- 
ed? 

, plus the other 
changes that we see that need to be made; that is, those are 
changes that we believe do not require changes to the law. But we 
believe that both sets of changes need to be made, not just the 
changes in the law. We need to improve in all facets of it and we 
are working at that now. We think we see some progress. We have 
a longer way to go. 

That is all the uestions I have. 

Mr. Britt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My understanding is that something like a fourth of the officers 

assigned to the Joint Staff have had previous joint experience. 
Only a fraction of t h o s e  that receive the joint training have been 
assigned to the joint itions. In my experience in the Reserves, I 

joint specialty in each service or some means of identifying bright, 
cunning officers on a planned basis, giving them either a joint spe- 
cialty or at least some of the interaction on a direct recurring 
basis, so that at some point they would have this awareness of the 
importance of the Joint Staff, or the joint decisions, and thus per- 
haps create a multiservice viewpoint rather than the single-service 
viewpoint? 

General VESSEY. Well, what we have done is to propose a change 
in the law which permits us to extend the terms of service on the 
Joint Staff. The other changes that we can make are internal 
changes. First is the attention of these four service chiefs to provid- 

h uality officers to the Joint Staff and to joint duty. They 

There are some administrative things we have under way now. 
The services have agreed to a common system for identifying 
people who have had joint experience so that information is readily 
available to us. We can get a better look at the overall experience 
that might be available to fill a given 'ob. 

General GABRIEL I would like to comment on the uality of our 
ple in the Joint Staff, just s akin primarily for t e Air Force. 

than you think. The Air Force people on the Joint Staff have a 
much higher s ial rate of romotion at all ranks than the Air 

either served on the Joint Staff or assisted in the Chairman's 

Mr. RAY. Thank you. 

mittee, that an overwhelming majority of the witnesses testified to 
the problems that were existing. It seems to me that your proposal 

k 

General Vessey. Yes, we think that pro 

Mr. RAY. Well, thank you. 

Mr. Nichols. Mr. Britt. 

find there is a lack o f continuity. What would be your reaction to a 

have all l p edged to do that. I think that is underway. 

d 
h 

I would ask the Chiefs if the woul like to respond. 

I think some have maligned t he quality there. It is much better 

Force average. We have five four-stars in the Air Force today who 
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p. I don't think we need to make any a logies about the qual- 
i t y t h e  people that we are sending down there. 

I am not saying the cannot be improved with Joint Staff train- 
ing. The Chairman talked about service schools as well as the cap 
stone course we are might be coming into 

had joint experi- 
the joint business. We do track way, Air Force per- 

ence. 
Mr. Britt. General, I cer tainly wouldn't want my uestion to be 

perceived as saying there is anything less than the finest quality 
there. It really goes to the other side of that, given the importance 
of this and given the fact that there is a learning curve and a 
learning to work together and think ther on a unified basis If 
we had perhaps a joint ty, if we had some sort of framework 
within which we identified the officers in all services, and gave 
them e x p o s u r e  and expected that they might have multiple tours 
of duty, serving together and maybe even ex ding contacts 
among their counterparts, it might be useful. I am not talking 
about the lieutenant level but at the really senior level. A joint 
specialty, some type of formatted plan, would give experience not 
just to exceptional individuals but to other individuals who had ex- 
perience working ther in a unified command who have had 

c training in their career pattern itself and anticipate that 
t e will be wor 

G e n e r a l  Vessey. 
out. But I want to tell you that as we bring officers from t e four 
services to the Joint Staff the most important talent that they can 
bring to the Joint Staff is being good officers in their own service. 
When I want people down there, if I want airmen I want the beet 
airmen he can provide, I want the beet combat soldiers he could 
provide, the best marines, the best Navy people, who know their 
own service thoroughly. But they also have to bring that extra ca- 
pability, the ability to work together, to look toward the unified 

things. 
So I am a of joint paper pushers that don't 

ice. 
Some of the other Chiefs might want to add something. 
General BARROW. You don't want to do that, Mr. Britt You don't 

want to take away the realit of warfare by having specialists, 

have to have people who have had their judgment tempered by 
some sort of operational experience. 
Mr. Britt. My question would not be whether we should set 

aside sort of a corps of different units. These joint specialists would 
have to be people from the service. But my point is to phase into 
that joint progression I would have people with operational experi- 
ence and who go back after joint assignment into their operational 
specialities or general line-type service operations. But these people 
would have had int training and when they come to serve in the 

past, perhap or special training. 
General ARROW. We frequently have that now. People do more 

than one tour in joint work; sometime at the unified command 

ving to the 

sonnel keeps  a handle on the 

in some type of joint command. 
e are doing that in these areas that I W 

inst creating a co 
have the right contact with the fighting element of their own serv- 

cialists in the bureaucracy of joint activity and joint planning. 

joint command they would have had that joint experience in the 



level, sometime in the Joint Staff over in the Pentagon. All of it is 
in the same ballpa rk. 

have some kind of a small elite unit, I agree with 
be counterproductive. But I do think that 
curring experience and recurring training 
perspective—could be helpful to those who serve. 

Mr. BRITT. I thinkthe operational end is critical. 

No further questions. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Skelton, your witness. 
Mr. SKELTON. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the gentlemen before 

us have made my case. One gentleman remarked that the Vice 
Chiefs should run the services and these gentlemen should spend 
time on joint activities. 

Another remarked that during a transition to war, you need full- 
time people with the most brilliant strategies. 

Another, we need one senior milita 

advice. 
Another, that we need to improve the military advice to the 

President and Secretary of Defense. 
Another, that there IS concern about getting the most for the de- 

fense dollar. 
Another commented about not being satisfied with the way that 

we are doing business today. 
Another, that better military advice to the President and Secre- 

Another commented that in the future they will do better 
that there was confidence that we can in the future turn our 
around without conf l ic t  of interest. 

I think, gentlemen, you have made my case. 
I will ask General Vessey: When this committee was wrestling 

with the 6 rcent figure that we had to wrestle with—of an in- 

mended-we found ourselves in a position of having to cut $10.5 
billion from the recommendation, was there a formal recommenda- 
tion from the five of you to us to tell us how to do this and give us 
advice? 

General V E S S E Y .  No, there wasn't a formal recommendation from 
the five of us to tell you how to do that, and that is rimarily be- 
muse the budget that is sent up is the Presidential budget. We 
make our recommendations to the Secretary of Defense who makes 
his to the President, and the President sends the budget over here. 
Mr. SKELTON. Nevertheless, General, you all do testify in front of 

us and those questions were ut to you on how we could cut the 

country la er like me to make the tough decisions. I take them 
very seriously, General. And we did—this committee in line with 
the bu et that we had to live under, a 6-percent increase—we had 

dations to us to assist us? 
General VESSEY. Well, I think, as we discussed earlier, if that 

were a part of our duties, that we could agree on recommendations 
to you on how to do that, but that is not part of the system as it 
now stands. 

leader. 
Another, it is not uncommon to call upon the retired officers for 

of Defense is needed. 

crease of on ly 6 percent as opposed to what the President recom- 

budget. Is that not correct? You see, you leave it up to a small 

to cut $10.5 billion. Were you able to agree to make any recommen- 
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Mr. NICHOLS. Would you yield? 
Mr. SKELTON. Yes. 
Mr. NICHOLS. General Vessey, the five of ou at the table are the 

senior military advisers to the P r e s i d e n t .  Why isn’t that your job? 
General Vessey. Well, Mr. Chairman, you know that when the 

President sends a budget over here, he has spent a lot of time and 
listened to the advice not only of his senior military advisors but to 
the rest of his advisers on how that budget ought to be put togeth- 
er. We come over here with understandable marching orders from 
the President to defend that articular budget. 

advice to the committees on how that might be done, that is an- 
m now. We give you other matter. But it is not part of the 

facta and information but we come over ere to defend the Presi- 
dent’s budget as he put it together, as you well know. 

Mr. SKELTON. May I ask General Meyer about an article he 
wrote for the Armed Forces Journal in April of 1982? General, ou 
pointed out the ve thing that I alluded to in my testimony. You 

Does that still stand as a matter of fact? 
General MEYER. Yes, it does. As I pointed out, Mr. Skelton, I laid 

out what my paradigm is for change in the article in April of 1982, 
and that I believe that I have a requirement to work within the art 
of the possible for what can and cannot be done. In working with 
my peers here, as I said, it seems to me that the most im rtant 

issue that is raised is that everyone here believes we need im- 
prove the quality and the timeliness of the military advice that we 
provide. 
So I continue to project that out into the future. I have said that 

at this time I believe that it is important that this be done. I will 
go back to my main point. I would contend that as you address the 
issue of 6 percent and a $10.5 billion cut, ou are addressing the 
broader issue and not reordering of the JCS. You are addressing 
the issue of how we about doing defense business. Reorganiza- 
tion of the JCS is a segment of the problem and unless the 
kinds of things Vessey outlined here are effected. We don’t 
have any chance of getting improvement. 
Mr. SKELTON. Thank ou. 

Mr. LALLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
General Vessey, prior to your testimony Mr. Skelton el uently 

supported his proposal for a Chief of Staff to the N a t i o n a l  Com- 
mand Authorities who would be the sole principal military adviser 
to the President and the Secretary of Defense. 

I believe that General Meyer’s views on this pro l are known, 

b r a  of the Joint Chiefs on that proposal. 
General BARROW. You can surely have mine. 
I think it would be a mistake. I don’t think any one man is cap- 

ble of doing it. I think that the s m we presently have, in which 

brin 
A d m i r a l  WATKINS. We agree with General Barrow. When we 

went through the very significant debate on MX, we spent almost 

Now, if the system is to be changed to have us provide direct 

were not here, but I alluded to dual hatting that is, doing two job. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Lally. 

but I was wondering if we could have the views of the other mem- 

we as service chiefs understand the services that we represent, 
the best possible set of advice to this joint body. 
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50 sessions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff wrestling with a very diffi- 
cult set of issues before the Presidential decision of last November. 
We had a differing set of views, which isn't bad in this town, and 
we came up with a 3 - t o - 2  vote which got a lot of publicity. It is un- 
fortunate it did. In my opinion, it was an internal decision. We all 
felt that MX had to be fielded. It had to be fielded right away and 
on time. 
There was a question about the baaing mode and we disagreed on 

that. The chairman encouraged constructive dissent in accordance 
with the provisions of the existing law, and the Secretary of De- 
fense encouraged that dissent to be expressed to the P r e s i d e n t .  
This Chairman of the Joint Chiefs gave a presentation before the 
National Security Council that was reported to have been one of 
the finest resentations ever made over there b a Chairman of the 

why we dissented and our rationale. every member exp 
Now, in my opinion t provision of the law is adequate today, 

and you will be better served by five people voting 3-to-2 than one 
pereon with an assured yes vote. 
Mr. LALLY. General Gabriel. 
General GABRIEL. I agree, I think taking the Chiefs out of the 

joint business will be a big mistake. 
General Meyer. I believe there are two issues. I think that under 

the current situation, what has been outlined is correct, but I must 
remember there are legislative changes pro 

fense. 
Mr. LALLY. General Vessey, you identified the quality and the 

ing reorganization roposals. Have you been able to effect any 

advice to the national command authorities? 
General Vessey. Yes, I think we have and I think that is part of 

our relationship with the President and the Secre of Defense. 
That is, in times past, I am sure it has varied with different sets of 
Chiefs. I know in my past service, either as Vice Chief of Staff or 
Deput for Operations, there have been times when the Chiefs felt 
that they weren't asked for advice. This particular body here has 
taken the view the President is going to get our advice whether he 
asks for it or not, and I think that is the right thing, the right view 
for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to have. 

I don't think you change that by any changes in the law. There 
just needs to be that carefully tended relationship between and 
among the President and his mili advisers and he has to under- 
stand he is going to get our advice. He doesn't have to take it, cer- 
tainly, but we need to understand that he needs our advice and we 
need to get it to him on time on the important national security 
i s s u e s .  

Mr. LALLY. In his testimony last year former Secretary Brown 
inted out that. he found, because of this lack of timeliness, that 

he and the President had to resort to the civilian advisers. Has 
there been any evidence of that during your tenure as chairman? 

General BARROW. Let me add to that uestion because I have 

Joint Chiefs of Staff because he did put in the dissenting opinion of 

tha 

C h a i r m a n  the principal military adviser to the Secretary of De- 

timeliness of advice as one of the criteria that you used in evaluat- 

changes which would improve the timeliness and the quality of the 

bean there 4 years and I think we have been dancing around a 



very key issue here, sir, and that is that the JCS is very personal- 
ity sensitive. There is no such thing as a JCS in perpetuity. It 
changes eve time the membership changes, and this particular 
JCS is an effective, good JCS. I will make the prediction that the 
one that is going to be in existence on July 1, with my successor 
and the successor to General Meyer, is going to be a good JCS. The 
key to all that is this fellow sitting here. [General Barrow motions 
toward General Vessey.] What kind of leadership does he provide 
to this body that makes things happen, that causes advice to be 

t i m e l y ,  that avoids t r y i n g  to seek consensus or unanimity at all 

The latter is an experience I had for 3 years over there, that we 
must all speak with one voice. Well, that is great if you can, in 
fact, at the outset be in agreement, because your position is obvi- 
ously strong b the fact that five of you agree. But if you have to 

level of assent, you have, in fact, produced  pap and not in a timely 
manner. That is history, and I reall don’t like to talk about it. 

But this fellow [General Vessey] has not given himself enough 
credit. He came in a year ago with clearcut objectives he wanted to 
achieve, and one of them was obviously to en tice the timeliness 
and the effectiveness of the advice we give to the Secretary of De- 
fense and the President. In my judgment, that has been done. Can 
it be done better? Of course it can. Anythin that one does can be 
done better. I personally like what we have. I predict on July 1 it is 
going to be even better. 

costs? 

water down th e disagreements so that you reach some common 

Mr. LALLY. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Nichols. Mr. Barrett. 
Mr. Barrett. Yes, sir. 
I would like to return to General Meyer’s testimony of last year 

because it certainly conflicts, I believe, with what he said today. 
He cautioned the subcommittee last year that any c e we 

“the role of the chairman and permit him to take charge of what I 
consider to be elemental internal discussions.” 

He also said, “I don’t believe you can tinker with the issues any 
longer; tinkering will not suffice.” 

In his article in the Armed Forces Journal, he said that ‘‘General 
Jones' proposal clearl moves us beyond the current system and 

ther building exists.” And he goes on and says, "First is the divided 
loyalty we currently demand of the Service Chiefs" that must be 
ended. 
Now, it seems to me that, with those sorts of past statements, to 

come here and indicate four rather modest administration changes 
will accomplish any part of his proposed reform is really a change 
in one short year. 

You said earlier, General Meyer, that the quality of military 
advice must be improved. You said the things you propose in the 
four i t ems  of the administration bill and the other changes that 
will take place internally wi l l  improve military advice. I don’t 

adopt should do a number of things. One is that it must enhance 

f 
well don the path of reform. Yet, even with adoption—a process 
which will require some legislative action—an opportunity or fur- 



know if any one of them affects mili advice. I understand the 
improvement in the chain of command but not in mili advice. 

General Meyer.  That is the reason I chimed in specifically when 
the Chief of Naval Operations made his comment, s e  the law 
that we are proposing is proposing a legislative ch which does 

principal military advisor. 
I am sorry, excuse me, I am wrong. The Chairman is the repre- 

sentative for the Chiefs in providing military advice along the lines 
that had been outlined. 

Is Meyer inconsistent with what he said last year? The answer is 
yes. I have tried to explain why. Not because I don't believe that at 
some point in time we have gone in the direction in which I have 
indicated, but rather I believe that this group of Chiefs, as General 
Barrow has outlined, has been able to come to ips with some of 

lem when you are trying to get political si rt from a group this 
far into an administration, where you would ve to make any sort 
of management changes. 

I believe this system should have an opportunity to work. But I 
believe that it has to draw with it the other aspect that I have 
talked about, and that is how we work with the Defense Depart- 
ment and how we work with what happens over in Congress. I 
think that even to make all of the changes in the radical way that 
Meyer p r o p o s e d  would be ineffective if you don't change the rest. 

indicated that, even in this 
era in which we have a smoothly oiled JCS working in conjunction 
with the President and the Secretary of Defense, we still have 
problems because you cannot act as a princi military adviser in 
resource allocation mutters. When General Vessey was asked a 
question on that earlier, he answered, Well, we give overall re- 
quirements, but when it comes to cutting we turn to th services. 

Now, it seem to me that there is some conflict there with the 
JCS role of principal military advisers when some of the most fun- 
damental questions fa the country are, How do you cut the 
budget and How do you allocate priorities, and your answer is that 
you turn to each individual service. 

specify that the chairman be the principal military advisor, is your 

these problems. At this time, this provides a solution to the prob- 

ha 

Mr. B a r r e t t .  One followup question. 
Representative Skelton this mom 

Now do you prioritize between the services? 
General Vessey. I think that you misconstrued my answer. 
Mr. BARRETT. I am sorry. 
General VEssEY. The prioritization isn't between the services, it 

is among the missions to be performed and how beat to perform 
those missions. The JCS can ive that advice. When you get down 

forth, what I don't want to see hap n is that moved to the JCS 
and the Joint Staff because each of the services has experienced 
staffs to take care of that detail. 
So I don't want you to believe that we cannot and should not 

give sensible and cogent advice on what areas to pursue to make 
those cuts. 

Now, the details of line items and dollars are over in the comp- 
troller in the service side of the house Prioritization for resource 
allocation is a job that we all agreed has not been done well by the 

Joint Chiefs in the past and we agreed that we would make great 

into taking "x" number of dollars out of a given line item, and so 
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efforts to do better. I think we are in the process of doing that 
right now as we examine the 1985 budget. This is the first impact 
that we are going to have in our attempts to do better resource al- 
location. W e  won't do it as well with the 1985 budget a~ we ought 
to do it, but the impact that the JCS will have on the 1985 budget 
will be a whale of a lot greater than it has been on budgets in the 
past. 

General Meyer. I believe we are 
that area. I believe the Joint Staff 
of the work. I think those things are on track, b t that is still a 
requirement with which the Chiefs have to 
group has begun to come to grips with it in a 
Mr. SKELTON. I think that we would be remiss if we didn't say a 

special thanks to two entlemen here, General Meyer and General 

eryone, not just this subcommittee but the Congress, owes you a 

for doing a job. All I can say is we will think of you and we are 
proud t t we were able to work together and serve during the 
same watch. 

Thank you. 
Mr. Nichols. All right, I am going to s u g g e s t  that we leave the 

record open for any questions that might be propounded. 
[The following: questions were submitted to the witnesses to be 

answered for the record:] 
Question General Vessey's statement indicated that "the Secretary of Defense 

has asked that I, as the Chairman, become their (the unified and specified com- 
manders') spokesman on o rational requirements." 

a. Has the Secretary of Defense issued a new directive to that effect? If so, please 
provide it for the record. 

b. Does the Chairman's new role as spokesman for the unified and specified com- 
manders (CINCs) include the responsibility for providing military advice on oper- 
ational requirements to the Secretary of Defense? 

c. Will the Chairman be responsible for integrating the CINCs operational r e -  
quirements and allocating priorities to them? 

Answer. a. It was an oral directive given me by Mr. Weinberger when I assumed 
my duties as Chairman. It is understood by all the CINCs, the members of the JCS, 
and by the leadership in DoD; and it has worked very well over the year. This 
directive is codified in part by our proposed legislation to place the rman in the 
chain of command. 

military advice on operational matters is not a new responsibility 
under Title 10 and is not affected by this directive. 

operational requirements and allocating riorities among the CI Cs. We do this as 
a part of the development of our war plans. We have a global strategy and it is 
critical we do a good job in i n t e g r a t i n g  the operational requirements of each of the 
CINCs into the whole and in assigning clear priorities for the allocation of scarce 

le, and so on. As I said, we called in each 
of the CINCs from the field t o  brief the J C S  on his most demanding war plan. This 
resources—ships, planes, 

has helped us a great deal; and I'm confident we're getting better. 
Question. General Vessey's statement lists five criteria which the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff employed in examining each recommended change. Please explain how the cri- 
teria relate to each of the Administration pro 
How would the President and Secretary of fense receive better and more timely 

advice? 
How would the requirements of commanders in the field be better met? 
What improvements in the ability to allocate national security resources would 

result from the Administration proposals? 
How would civilian control be maintained? 
How would our ability to wage war be improved? 

Barrow. This is their last month of duty, I understand. I know ev- 

t deal of thanks for your dedication, straightforwardness, and 

b. Providi 

c. The Chairman, along with the JCS, is responsible for in 



Answer. First, it should be noted that our final criterion for change reads to 
“maintain,” not “strengthen” civilian control. 

We determined that many of the improvements either could be effected within 
existing legislation or did not satisfactorily meet these criteria Other improvements 

are contained in the 
by and concurred in by 

which were 
Administration's legislation—l 

all the JCS. 
The JCS recommended two changes to existing legislation which a lied the c r i t e -  

ria as a road map. changing the statutory restriction on the size of the Joint Staff 
and tenure of its officers would allow for a larger staff. n e e d 4  and a more expe- 

ly. Clearly, we must streamline efficiency of what we now have. But the fact of 
rienced staff to assist in provid 

the matter is that we cannot produce the desired results in a timely way without 
some flexibility in our personnel management. Also, placing the Chairman in the 
chain of command serves in part to codify my role as s kesman for the CINCs as 
well as to clarify the relationship of the CINCs to the ational Command Authori- 

ties. As the law now reads, there is no military officer in the chain of command 
between the civilian leadership and the CINCs. In the event of war, the Secretary of 

Defense would not be able to focus on the daily operational decisions he has to ad- 
dress. We see where the Chairman would do most of that, referi the larger mat- 
ters, such as national strategy and policy, to our civilian leadership. Our change 
would clarify this relationship and thus ease wartime transition should deterrence 
f a i l .  

Question. General Vess s statement indicate that “improvements are under- 

be madewithin the boundaries of 
Please list and explain the specific measures that have been taken or are being 

possible, timely military advice to the President and secretary of Defense while at 
the same time improving the effectiveness of our own operation. I have already out- 

lined the new legislation that is needed, but we do not have to wait for changes to 
the law to initiate the other improvements which we recognized are necessary. In 
concert with the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the S e r v i c e s ,  and the Unified 

and Specified Commands we are moving on these initiatives 
The first and foremost responsbility of the JCS is to “Prepare strategic plans and 

provide for the stra 

to outline their concept of oper- JCS on twenty-four occasions during the last 
ations for the most demanding war plans. This represents more than twice the 
number of CINC/JCS meeting held year. From these discus- 
sions there emerged new guidance of a global ,  warfighting 
strategy which combines requirements resources. To assist the Sec- 
retary of Defense in coordinating this with his overall policy, the 
JCS are recommending that they take in preparing those parts of 
the Defense Guidance related to strategic guidance, threat assessment, force plan- 

ning guidance and resource planning guidance. 
must be translated into plans and plane must be quickly exuctable. 

To this en we have instituted an across-the-board effort to streamline and inte- 
grate the planning process. Near term improvements include: a modulized, automat- 
ed system for course of action development and execution planning; plans integra- 
tion for simultaneous execution; and acceleration of a streamlined joint deployment 
system. In the longer term we am buil a replacement for the current pint plan- 
ning system. The new joint operations planning and execution system will satisfy 
the needs of decisonmaking to  handle mobilization, deployment and employmentin 
deliberate and crisis situations and will assist the Unif Command- 
em in preparing their plans. The Joint Staff has taken the I in opening to the 
CINCs the latest in modern lanning aids, such as gaming and simulations. which 
have been developed within the Services, Defense Agencies and military schools. 

— C o n s i s t e n t  with improvements in  operations planning, the JCS have assumed a 
positive and direct rule in the critical area of strategic nuclear lanning. This in- 

volved a substantial emphasis on the capability to analyze and refine: damage crite- 
ria; red-blue comparative assessments; strategic force and weapon projections; and 
target base development. To discharge their responsibility for comprehensive advice 
for national decisionmaking, the Chiefs have been personally involved in add 
the complex and complementary areas of force modernization, arms control an 
strategic defense. Concurrently, the JCS participation in interagency deliberations 

required legislation and those 
tion which was pro 

better advice and to provide it more 
the 

3) and that the JCS believe “that other improvements can most probably 

Answer. As said in the formal statement, our common goal is to provide the beet 

legislation’ (pg. 8). 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Staff. 

c direction of the Armed Forces”. 
—To sharpen the JCS strategic f o c u s  the individual CINCs have met with the 

d 
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and international negotiations has been strengthened. To maintain the momentum, 
the JCS are recommending that they assume full burden of nuclear weapon em- 

ployment planning for the Secretary of Defense. 
foundation of Joint planning is p in t  doctrine. The success of our plans is di- 

rectly proportionate to the ability to in te unique Service capabilities at the 
ked on a series of activities 

ed to strengthen their influence on the development of joint doctrine. For ex- 
joint doctrine has been published for the conduct of special operations and 

int and com- 
bined exercises has been initiated. The JCS, through the Joint Staff, have taken the 
lead in evaluating joint doctrine for tactical information distribution, strategic and 
tactical connectivity, electronic warfare, and plans review, to name but a few. Most 
im rtantly, for the first time the Unified and Specified Commandera have been 
tasked to work on joint doctrine in such diverse areas as interdiction, second eche- 

lon attack, theater air defense and sea lane defense. This ensures those who com- 
mand the forces have a direct sa in how they will be trained to fight. 

Anothor responsibility of the JCS is to advise the National Command Authorities 
on the establishment of unified commands in strategic areas. A revitalized global 
strategy mandated a review of the Unified Command Plan. This has been done and 
recommendations have been forwarded to the Secretary of Defense to assign and 
realign unified command areas of responsibility in order to permit a better transi- 

tion m peace to war and facilitate planning and execution of military operations 
on a worldwide basis. 

Early in our review it became apparent that the JCS needed to do a better job in 

nel requirements of the Armed Forces in accordance with strategic and ogistic 
plans." There was a clear need for a more direct involvement in the programming 

cipate with the JCS in assisting the Secretary of 
Defense in the preparation of his annual r e source  allocation dance and review of 
the Five Year Defense Program. The JCS have recently undertaken to advise the 
Secretary on those programs and budget issues which have a major impact on US 

aggregate warfighting capability or which result in jor disconnects in cross-serv- 
ice programs Further, as the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I am the mi-  

Commanders within the senior DoD resource d- 

personnel serving in joint or unilateral assignments, 
overnight of personnel requirements is an  essential nction. The JCS have inaugu-  
rated an enhanced joint manpower program and five year plan which together will 
form a long needed basis for decisions related to manpower allocation, validation, 
end utilization. 
-More, of course, remains to be done and we plan to continue along a course 

which leads to a stronger JCS role in resource management. Areas such as wartime 
medical planning, industrial and mobilization preparedness and logistic supportabil- 
ity merit greater attention. 

are areas in which there is room for im- 
p r o v e m e n t .  The first steps arc being taken. A training for Joint Staff offi- 

cera at the executive, management and action officer being instituted. A 
m e w  of the curriculum of the joint. service schools in continuing. A course to edu- 
cate newly selected flag and general officers in the joint has been inaugurat- 
ed. A military education coordination council is in b e i n g .  To address the overall re- 

nsibility for professional military education we are in the process of prepari 
document which will clearly define the division of responsibilities between the JCS 

and the Services ami wil l  promulgate pint policies. 
Finally, as you are well aware, I am responsible for managing the Joint Staff on 

seriously. The Joint Staff is comprised of hard working, dedicated professionals wi 

menta which can and must be made. 
—The quality and experience level of the individual staff officer needs to be in- 

creased. Measures are being taken to accomplish this goal which I will detail in my 
response to the last question. 

—The Joint Staff needs to be more functionall organized to tetter support the 
JCS in the diecharge of their assigned responsibilities. This is happening. A Man- 

power and Personnel Directorate has been established to manage joint military 
manpower, overseas p in t  military education, and assist  in preparation of advice on 

t of decision. Recognizing this, the JCS have embar 

ychological operations. A system to profit from lessons learned in 

l 
executing their statutory responsibility to "Review the major material and rson- 

rocess. Much has been done. 
now directly 

fu 

Military education and pint traini 

whom I am proud to serve. As with any organization. however, t R ere are improve 

behalf of the JCS. Sound, useful, timely military advice in large part 
the effectiveness of the Joint Staff in supporting the JCS. I take 
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these matters. A dedicated organization has beenestablished within the Operations 
Directions to provide direction and oversight for the enhancement of operational 

planning and execution. As a first step in supporting a stronger JCS role in the 

We are planning to expand this capablity as resources permit I also believe it is 
necessary to upgrade the Joint Staff's ability to analyzejoint warfighting capabili- 
ties and requirements. A proposal to achieve this new level of support is under 
study. A number of organizational changes are being effected in the command, con- 
trol and communications staff which look toward greater effectiveness in joint re- 
quirements integration management, joint strategic connectivi , joint tactical com- 
munications, pint satellite communications, and worldwide military command and 
control. Beyond these actions which are either completed or underway, I intend to 
continue examining the entire Joint Staff organization with an eye toward achiev- 
ing greater functional efficiency. 

—Quality, training and organization are only as good as the way the staff goes 
about doing its business. Improvements in timeliness and quality are the essential 
objectives. The JCS have provided 60 percent more top-down guidance to the staff 
this year than last. Top-down guidance reduces false starts and the time involved to 
formalize JCS guidance and decisions. The quarterly Acting CJCS rotation system, 
previously mentioned, has also measurebly assisted in the continuity of staff guid- 
ance. Internal staffing procedures are being streamlined and all the coordination 
procedures for joint actions are being reexamined. A state of the art interactive 
office information system in programmed for introduction in fiscal year 1984. This, 
combined with a lanned, computerized document storage and retrieval system, will 
propel the Joint Staff out of the mid-1960s into the late 19 

Question. The subcommittee was told last year that less than two percent of the 
officers assigned to the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (OJCS) had had,pre- 

vious Joint Staff experience. M eover, only 13 percent of middle 
cers and less than 25 percent of the colonels and Navy captains had joint schooling. 
Finally, most OJCS officers were assigned directly from the field without training. 

What has been or is being done to improve the joint education and experience of 
Joint Staff officers? 

Answer. I want to say first that we have fine people on the Joint Staff now. And 
they’re working very hard and very well on tough problems. I also want to empha- 
size that, although pint experience or pint training is important, the most critical 
skill that officers bring with them to the Joint Staff is a thorough knowledge of 
their own Services. We don’t want a corps of professional paper pushers. We want 
officers who b expertise in their Service and can roll that knowledge in with 

all provide some training in joint matters; nevertheless, the experience profile of of- 
ficers assigned to the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as of 15 July 1983 in 
the aggregate wee slightly below a desirable mix: 

Percent 
Previous Joint (OJCS or unified command) ............................................................. 18 
Previous Joint and Service staff ................................................................................. 13 

PreviousService Staff ................................................................................................... 24 
No previous Joint or Service Staff ............................................................................. 15 

This experience profile reflects some degree of inexperience in joint matters. vary- 
ing between Services—some higher, some lower. The Service Chiefs are aware of 
this and are taking steps to correct an deficiencies which might exist. Within the 
Joint Staff we are developing a Joint Staff Officer Training System to provide im- 
proved advice to the Joint Chiefs of Staff by training newly assigned officers in the 

joint system and sharpening individual skills. We are examining a system to provide 
indi ually-tailored, initial and follow-on instruction at three levels: Executive 
(General/Flag); Managerial (Division Chief); and Action Officer. 

Mr. NICHOLS. It is the intent of the Chair to have at least one 
more session on this subject. We have invited a former chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs, Adm. Thomas Moorer, to testify, and we have in- 
vited Gen. Maxwell Taylor to testify also. Then it would be the 
intent of the chairman to try to have a markup and get; this matter 
resolved in some way, General Vessey. 

and budget system, a small Resource Analysis Division has been established 

officers of other Services for the good of the whole. The mid career Service schools 
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far the entire subcommittee that we hate to lose I want to 
you, General Meyer and General Barrow; you have been great mili- 
tary men; you have served your country in a very i k e  way. 

General Barrow, I was at Quantico over the weekend. Your ears 
must have been burning. Those marines down there are very high 
in our praise. We appreciate the frankness with which you have 
addressed the answers to our questions and I am certain that Gen. 
P. X. Kelley is going to be a great commandant as well. This prob- 
ably will be the last time the two of you will come before the 
Armed Services Committee, and I want to thank you on the part of 
this subcommittee and the full committee for the contribution that 
you have made to the defense posture of this country. 

General BARROW. Thank you. 
General Meyer. Thank you. 
Mr. NICHOLS. If there are no further questions or comments, the 

subcommittee will stand adjourned subject to the call of the Chair. 
[whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned, s u b  

ject to the call of the Chair.] 



HOUSE OF Representa t ives  
Committee ON ARMED SERVICES, 

INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
Washington, D.C, Thursday, June 23, 1983. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in room 
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bill Nichols (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 
Mr. NICHOLS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
The Investigations Subcommittee resumes its inquiry into the or- 

ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
We are indeed privil this morning to have as a witness one 

of the most distinguish military figures in American history. 
He is a native of Missouri. The Honorable Ike Skelton has asked 

for the honor of introduci him, and at this time I recognize the 

Mr. SKELTON. Thank you, Mr. chairman 
gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Skelton. 

STATEMENT OF HON. IKE SKELTON, A REPRESENTATIVE F R O M  
MISSOURI 

Mr. SKELTON. It is more than a pleasure to introduce the witness 
today. As you pointed out, he is a fellow Missourian, a great American, 

who was born in Keatsville, Mo., in Sheridan County, and raised in 
Kansas City, which is just not too far up the road from my home 

hed career. He has had the titles of 
town of Lexington. 

He has had a very 
commanding general, y in Korea; the Army forces in the 
Far East; the commander in chief of the Far East Command; Chief 
of Staff, US. Army military representative of the President. U.S. 
Army element, Office of the Secretary of Defense here in Washing- 
ton; the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f ,  Ambassador to 
South Vietnam. 

But I suppose, were you to ask him and to press him, I am sure 
that the 

was that as commanding general of the 101st Airborne ivision 
during World War II. We are proud of him in Missouri, and we are 
proud of him as an American. 
He served as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as chairman 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and in p o s i t i o n s  where he was on the 
receiving end, on the other end of giving the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
advice. 

There is no way adequately to introduce Gen. Maxwell Taylor 
but to say, welcome, and we look forward to hearing from you, air. 
Mr. Nichols. Thank you, Mr. Skelton. 
As in cur rior hearings on this issue, I want to invite the gentle- 

neral would say that his most memorable assi 
D 

Ge 

man from Missouri, who has a tremendous interest in this subject, 
to sit with the Investigations Subcommittee this morning. 
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Before you proceed, General, I would like to add, on behalf of the 
Investigations Subcommittee, our sincere welcome. As an old sol- 
dier who served in Normandy, Luxembourg, and Germany, I well 
recall the 1 0 1 s t  Division, and I had the pleasure  on one occasion of 
following that division, and if there were ever great soldiers, great 
Americans in the defense of this country, it was that division, sir. 

We are aware that this is the third occasion in less than a year 
that you have testified on the reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and we sincerely appreciate the O f f i c e  that you are 

Copies of your testimony last year have been distributed to mem- 
bers of the subcommittee. An additional copy is before them. 

So, General, again, we are glad to have you, and you may pro- 
ceed with your testimony at this time, sir. 

STATEMENT OF GEN. MAXWELL D. TAYLOR, U.S. ARMY (RET.), 
FORMER CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Mr. NICHOLS. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And may I also thank my Missouri friend, Mr. Skelton. 
I am very happy indeed, Mr. Chairman, to have the opportunity 

to t e s t i f y  again before this subcommittee. 
I should say at the o u t s e t — s h o u l d  apologize at the outset—for 

my very hoarse voice. If I am not being heard properly, please let 
me know. 

The subject of this discussion is the o anization, and inevitably 
also, the procedures of the Joint Chiefs. Both are matters of long- 

time interest to me. I understand you have my testimony of lust 
year, and I have not referred directl to it. 
Since that time, my views have closed little, if at all, and are 

uite similar to those expressed by Congressman Skelton’s bill. 
H.R. 2560, presently before you. 

The most important event bearing on the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
issue since our last meeting has been the submission of the DOD 
bill, H.R. 3145, which I shall comment on at some length. 
As ou know, it contains two proposals, the first being to insert 

the Chairman, JCS in the chain of command. 
Although the Secretary of Defense refers to it as “an important 

Defense initiative,” I find it little more than a legislative legitima- 
tion of most of the DOD Directive of December 2, 1971, which 
reads as follows: 

making to improve our defense structure. 

The National Command Authorities [NCA]. 
The NCA consists only of the President and the Secretary of Defense or their duly 

deputized alternates or successors. The chain of command runs from tho President 
to the Secretary of Defense and through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders 
of the unified and specified cornmands. 

The language used in H.R 3145 reeds as follows: 
The chain of command runs from the President to the Secretary and through the 
Chairman, JCS to the combatant commands. Orders to combatant commands shall 

be issued by the President and the Secretary through the chairman, JCS. 
Thus, the only difference between the bill and the old DOD direc- 

tive, now 12 years old, is the omission of the title, "National Com- 
mand Authorities,” no reference to “duly deputized alternates or 
successors,” and the replacement by the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff as a body in the chain of command The only news 



in this initiative, as I see it, is that the Secretary is now 
concentrate the power of this position in a single officer ra er 
than in a less dangerous committee. 
Now, the power, of course, is not great. In fact, the language of 

H.R. 3145 authorizes the Chairman to do little more than forward 
orders from the President and the Secretary to field commanders, 
which, to me, is pretty much a clerical function. 

If the intention is to elevate the Chairman notably above his col- 
es, that result is not achieved. 

The other proposal in H.R. 3145 is to moderate some of the re- 
strictions on service on the Joint Staff. The changes proposed  are 
reasonable but also of little importance. 
In reading H.R. 3145 and related papers, I get a quite different 

impression of the attitudes of the Secretary and of the Chairman 
toward the need for JCS reform. 

The Secretary little, if any, need for change, convinced, as 
he says, that the present system "has provided Presidents and Sec- 

retaries of Defense with competent military advice for more than 
30 years, while maintaining effective civilian control of the mili- 

The Chairman, General Vessey, in his testimony before you, 
inclined to concede the existence of past faults in the system but 
believes that he and his colleagues have agreed on a series of reme- 
dial actions, which, if allowed to run their course, w i l l  correct the 
defects. 

They make an impressive list, but unfortunately offer no remedy 
to old weaknesses, such as the following: 

A. The excessive workload of the dual-hatted Chiefs; 
B. Their demonstrated inability to produce timely advice on mat- 

ters much beyond next year's budget; 
C. The inevitable service bias they bring to the council table; and 
D. The inherent defects of committee action—slowness, ponderos-  

ity, indecisiveness, and compromise. 
Until some way is found to remedy these ills, my sincere ho 

for the success of the Vessey program will remain considerably 

3145? 
to stand pat on the 

major changes such as those contained in Congressman Skelton's 
bill. 
Even if Congress were to pass this latter bill, the cold reception 

it would receive in many parts of the Pen on would nullify many 
of its basic purposes. For an such drast ic  change in military o m -  
nization to succeed, it must have the support, cooperation and good 
wi l l  of the principal officials, legislative and executive, responsible 
for it. 

If the committee shares my belief as to the present unacce 
bility of H.R. 2560, what should be done about H.R. 3145 an its 
pallid content? 

It would be unfortunate, in my opinion, to pass it in its present 
form, if only because doing so would imply agreement with the Sec- 

er than my expectations. 
Now, what action might this committee take regarding H.R. 

Joint Chiefs of Staff system as it is and would strongly resist any 
It is clear that the Secretary is pre 
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retary that all is well with the Joint chiefs of Staff system. I sin- 
cere hope that this is not the view of this committee. 
A better course, I believe, would be to recommend passage of the 

bill with certain amendments to give it more substance. Since a 
major purpose of the bill is to increase the authori of the chair- 

mend the following three amendments: 
A. Change the language of H.R. 3145 bearing on the chain of 

command to read as follows: 
The channel of command runs from the President to the Secretary and through 

the Chairman, Joint chiefs of Staff, to the combatant commands. Orders to t h e s e  
commands from the President or the Secretary pass thro the chairman, Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, who is authorized to communicate as n with the combatant 
commands to verify the execution of such orders and to assure the maintenance of 
the state of readiness requ ired  by the strategic tasks assigned the commands. 

Such a change would eliminate the impression that the Chair- 
man is merely a communications robot mechanically conveying 
milita , neither of 

man, let’s give him something of real significance. I would recom- 

orders from the President or the Secre 
whom has a military staff to assist in drafting such orders. 

My second suggestion: 
B. Add a new paragraph to the bill as follows: 

The Chairman, JCS, in presiding over the Joint Chiefs of Staff, will be responsible 
from tho timely conduct of business within that body, with authorit to settle issues 
on which the members are divided. Any member may appeal the Chairman's deci- 
sion to the Secretary of Defense. 

This device of a so-called executive chairman was used uite suc- 
cessfully in some of the large standing committees in the  Kennedy  
administration, where I think it did expedite business. 

C. The third recommendation is a new paragraph, to make the 
Chairman, Joint. Chiefs a regular member of the National Security 
Council. Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by law, have long been 
responsible for advising the NSC, they have never had a repre- 
sentative of their own at the meetings. The Chairman has normal- 
l attended, but that has been at the invitation of the Secretary of 
Defense. 

In combination, these three changes, I believe, should clarify and 
ition of the Chairman and thereby facilitate the 

and seek evidence that periodically on the progress of this pr 
adequate military advice is reaching the Pres iden t  and the Secre- 
tary during the policymaking stage, as well as during policy execu- 
tion. 
This could be accomplished to some degree by requiring at appro- 

priate times detailed answers from tho Secretary of Defense and 
the Joint Chiefs to the following questions regarding our military 
policy- 

A. W h a t  are the threats to national security which are deemed 
so u ent as to require ready military force to cope with them? 

B. To provide this military force, what are the strategic tasks for 
which our Armed Forces should be repared? 

ute to these tasks? This is a test of the essentiality for spending 
money. 

carrying out his in-house reform program. 
think that Congress would want to check 

C. How will the major items of t  he next milita budget contrib- 
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D. What advice has the Joint Chiefs rendered in formulating the 
answers to the foregoing questions? 

In closing, a final word about the Skelton bill, H.R 2560. Al- 
though unhappily its time may not have come, it contains many 

One of the most important is the proper role of the Secretary of 
Defense in the chain of command in contrast to his role as Secre- 
tary of the Department of Defense. In the latter he is unquestiona- 
bly—by law—"the principal assistant to the President in all mat- 
ters relating to the Department of Defense.” Let me remind you 
that in the channel of command is not a part of the Department of 
Defense where the Secretary enerates armed forces for use in war. 

Commander in Chief issues orders to the combatant forces which 
are outside the Department of Defense. So, what is the Secretary in 
the chain of command, where he wears another hat? 

Conceivably, he could be a number of things. For exam le, he 

llel language to 
that describing his role in the Department of Defense. Or he might 
matters rela 

be a Deputy to the Commander in Chief with such duties as the . A third possibility is for him to be an inde- 
pendent command authority in the chain of command just below 
latter might 

the President, responsible to him for the combatant commands and 
all they do in peace and war. There are undoubtedly other options. 

Today, no one can give an authoritative answer to these uncer- 
tainties I raise. Until an official decision is reached as to what is 
expected of the Secretary in the chain of command, particularly in 

time of war, we shall not be able to decide many of the issues aris- 
ing in the course of a thorough reorganization of the JCS. Any- 

thing this committee can do in the future to eliminate the resent 

command will be a major contribution to national security. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Thank you, General, for your testimony. 

features worthy of continuing study and further development. 

The chain of command is the channel whereby the President as 

could be “the principal assistant to the Commander in Chief in all 
to the chain of command,” 

uncertainties regarding the role of the Secretary in the chain of 

Written STATEMENT Of Gen. Maxwell D. TAYLOR, USA (Ret.) 

“National Command Authorities (NCA). The NCA contists only of the President 
and the Secretary of Defense or their duly de tized alternates or successors. The 
chain of command runs from the President to secretary of Defense and through 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the commanders of the unified and specified commands.” 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff to the combatant commands. 

The language used in H.R 3145 reads as fo l lows:  
"The chain of command runs from the President to the 
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commands shall be issued by the President and the Secretary through the Chair 
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff..” 

ent of Defense direc- 

ties, no reference to “d deputized alternates or successors” and the replacement 

The only news in this initiative, as I see it, is that the Secretary is now will’ 
concentrate the power of this position in a single officer rather than in a less an- 
gerous committee. 

The p o w e r ,  of course, is not great. In fact the language of H.R 3146 authorizes the 
chairman to do little more than forward orders from the President and the Secre- 

tary to field commanders, pretty much a clerical function. If the intention is to e le -  
notably above his colleagues, that result is not achieved. vate the chairman 

.R. 3145 is to m erat some of the restrictions on service 
on the Joint Staff. The changes proposed all seem reasonable but also of little im- 
portance. 

pers, I get a uite different impression of the 
attitudes of the Secretary and the Chairman toward the need for JCS reform. The 

Secretary sees little if any need for change, convinced as he says that the present 
system"has provided Presidents and secretaries of Defense with competent military 

advice For more than 30 years, while maintaining effective civilian control of the 
military.” The Chairman, General Vessey, in his testimony is inclined to concede 
the existence of past faults in the system but believes that he and hi9 colleagues 
have agreed on a series of r e m e d i a l  actions which, if allowed to run their course, 
will correct the defects. They make an i m p r e s s i v e  list but unfortunately offer no 
remedy to old weaknesses such as: (1) the excessive workload of dual-hatted Chiefs; 
(2) their demonstrated inability to produce timely advice on matters much beyond 
the next year’s budget; (3) the inevitable service bias they bring to the council table: 
end (4) the inherent defects of committee action—slowness, nderosity, indecisive- 

cere hopes for the success of the Vessey program will remain considerably higher 
than my expectations 

What action might this committee take regarding H.R. 3145? It is clear that the 
of Defense is prepared to stand pat on the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

it is and would strongly resist any major changes such as those contained in H.R. 
2560. Even if Congress were to pass this latter bill, the cold reception it would 

ceive in many parts of the Pentagon would nullify many of its basic rposes For 

port, cooperation and good will of the principal officials, legislative and executive, 

the committee shares my doubt as to the present unacceptability of H.R. 2560, 
ate to pass it in ita present form if only because d o i n g  so would imply 
with the Secretary that all is well with the Joint Chiefs of Staff system. I pe that 
is not the view of this committee. 

A better course, I believe, would be to recommend passage of the bill with certain 
amendments to give it more substances. Since a major of the bill is to in- 
crease the authority of the chairman, Joint Chiefs of let us give him some- 
thing of real significance. I would recommend the following: 
a. Change the language of H.R. 3145 bearing on the cham of command to read as 

follows: 
‘The channel of command runs from tire President to the Secretary and through 

the chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, to the combatant commands. Orders to these 
c o m m a n d s  from the President or the Secretary pass th h the Chairman, Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, who is authorized to communicate as needed with the combatant 
commands to verify the execution of such orders and to assure the maintenance of 
the state of readiness required by the strategic tasks assigned the commands” 

Such a change would eliminate the impression that  the chairman is merely a 
communications robot mechanically conve military orders, from the President or 
Secretary, neither of whom has a military staff to assist in drafting such orders. 
b. Add new paragraph to the bill as f o l l o w s :  
‘The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, in residing over the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

will be responsible for the timely conduct of business within that body, with authori- 
ty tosettle on which the members are divided. Any member may appeal the 

Chai 
In the Kennedy Administration, this device of an “executive chairman” w a s  used 

with considerable success in expediting action in several senior committees. 

Thus the only difference between the bill and the De 
tive, now twelve years old, is the omission of the title, National Command Authori- 

b the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a body in the channel of command 

H od The other proposal in 

In reading H.R. 3145 and related 

ness and compromise. Until some way is found to remedy these ills, my truly sin- 

any such drastic change in military organization to succeed, it must have the sup- 

ible for it, 

what should be done about H.R 3145 and ita pallid content? It would be unfourtun- 

decision to the Secretary of Defense.” 
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c. Add a new paragra to make the chairman, Joint Chiefs of S t a f f ,  a regular 

long b e e n  responsible for advising the NSC, they have never had a representative of 
their own at the meetings. The chairman has normally attended at the invitation of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

In combination, these three changes should clarify and strengthen the position of 
the chairman and thereby facilitate the job of General Vessey in carrying out hie 
in-house reform rogram. In addition, I should think Congress would want to check 
periodically on the progress of this program and seek evidence that adequate mili- 
tary advice is reaching the President and the Secretary of Defense in the policy- 
making stage as well as during policy execution. This could be accomplished to some 
degree! by requiring at appropriate times detailed answers from the Secretary of De- 
fence and  the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the following questions regarding military 
policy: 
a What are the threats to national securit which are deemed so urgent as to 

b. To provide this military force, what are the strategic task for which our 
Armed Forces should be prepared? 

c. How will the major items of the next military budget contribute to these tasks? 
d What advice has the Joint Chiefs of Staff rendered in formulating the foregoing 

answers? 
A final word about the Skelton bill, H.R. 2560. Although unhappil its time may 

development. One of the most important is the role of the Secretary of Defense in 
the chain of command in contrast to his role as Secretary of the Department of De- 
fence. In the latter, he is unquestionably "the principal assistant to the President in 
all matters relating to the Department of nse. But what is he in the chain of 
command where he wears another hat? Conceivably, he could be "the principal as- 
sistant to the Commander in Chief in all matters relating to the chain of com- 
mand." Or he might be a Deputy to the Commander in Chief with such duties as 
the latter might assign. A third possibili is for him to be an independent c o m -  
mand authority in the chain just below the President, responsible to him for the 

Today, no one can give an authoritative answer to these questions. U n t i l  an offi- 
of the Secretary of Defense in the cial decision is reached as to what is ex 

chain of command, particularly in time of war, we are not ready to decide many of 
the issues involved in a thorough reorganization of the JCS. Anything this commit- 
tee can & to eliminate the present uncertainties regarding the Secretary will be a 
major contribution to national security. 

Mr. NICHOLS. It appears to me that we may be movi a little 

reform. 
Last year, for example, the administration, in refusing to submit 

a proposal, generally supported the status quo. This year, we have 
an a nistration proposal. Though it is very modest, it seems to 
move in the direction that that been urged by critics of the present 
JCS organization. 

You, General, whose judgment we certainly respect, on the other 
hand advocated rather far-reaching reform last year. 

Today, however, from your statement, it appears to me that you 
may have acknowledged that the original proposal probably was 

not politically feasible, whatever its merits may have been. 
As a consequence, you seem to have focused your testimony on 

strengthening the present Joint Chiefs of Staff in the recommenda- 
tions you bro ht  to us; and, as a result, it seems to me that the 

what n a r r o w e d .  
The central issue, as I see it, from our testimony, and from tee- 

t i m o n y  of others, is the question: What should be the role of the 
Chairman of the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff? 

member of the National Security Council. Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff have 

require ready military force to tope with them? 

not have come, it contains many features worthy of continuing s t u d y  and further 

combatant commands and all that they do. 

closer toward some sort of consensus on the Joint Chief of Staff 

gulf between the poles of differing opinion may have been some- 
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And this morning, I would like to explore that just a little bit 
with you if I might, sir. 

In our statement last year, I believe you said that the most seri- 
ous flaw, as you saw it, was the inadequacy of the Joint Chiefs as 
military advisers to the President and to the Secret of Defense. 

You further indicated in your statement that they had rarely, if 
ever, performed an advisory role of any importance at the level of 

licy; and, as a result, you advocated at that time that 
the Chief of Staff, who takes the place of the JCS Chairman, 

become the principal military adviser. 
Let me ask you, sir, are the proposals which you bring to us 

today, which would strengthen the Chainman, are they, in your 
judgment, tantamount to making the Chairman the principal mili- 

adviser? 
neral T a y l o r .  Is that your question? 

Mr. NICHOLS. Yes, sir. 
General TAYLOR. I w a n t  to first explain that my views of last. 

year remain essentially unchanged. My testimon today did not 

believe today but from the start I knew I was writing my druthers, 
rather than a proposal l i k e l y  to be approved. The kind of chain I 
would favor, similar to that in Mr. Skelton’s bill, I am all for but I 

realize the great difficulty of getting it now when you have a Secre- 
of Defense who says everything is OK. 

The pragmatic course t o d a y  is to undertake what may be feasible 
under present conditions. So I shall give you my suggestions. 

As to how to get better military advice with minimum change, 
you would gel; mom out the Joint Chiefs if indeed the Chairman 
could break o f f  debate, stop trying to get a consensus, and say, 
“Gentleman, I am going to decide this issue t h i s  way, and that 
goes, unless you protest my decision, to the Secretary of Defense.” 

I might say, sir, when I accepted the job as Chairman, from Mr. 
Robert McNamara, I a good that him. We were old 
friends by that time. I said, "Bob, I want you to understand. I am 
not going to use the black snake whip to get a consensus out of the 
Joint Chiefs. We are to try to et a consensus, but if there 
are differing opinions, which are solid, in the sense that they are 
legitimate and require consideration, I am going to handle the situ- 
ation like the Supreme Court. We are going to send you a brief of 
the arguments, and then I am going to add my brief to it.” 

We worked on that basis for 2 years, and I would say that we 
never had any serious delay in that time Since that time, the idea 
of having to get a consensus seems to have come back, and that 
adds to much of the weakness of the Joint Chiefs as a source of 
timely advice. They can offer advice if you wait perhaps a year, but 
a President or a Secretary wants advice faster than that. 
The other point which I felt must be settled is the one I would 

like to see this committee give priority attention-the rote of the 
Secreta of Defense. You really can’t say what role the Chairman 

latter in ita entiret has never been defined. 

two-batted, just the way the Joint Chiefs are. First, he is the head 
of a great department, one of the b i t  and most—it spends more 

ick up where I left off last year. What I wrote last year, I still 

should fill until you know what the Secretary's should be. The 

It is not generally recognized that the Secretary of Defense is 
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money than almost any other department. His role there is clear. 
He generates and maintains Armed Forces to meet the needs of na- 
tional security. But in the chain of command he has an undefined 
responsibility for determining how all these forces that he has gen- 
e r a t e d  would be used in time of war. If this committee can solve 

that question, I can take over and write you a program of reform 
for the Joint Chiefs. 
MI. NICHOLS. All right. One of your suggestions is very interest- 

ing to me, in that it would certainly seem to strengthen the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs and here is a situation that I pose to you. 
You have a meetin of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and you are five 

men at the table, an ou have a very difficult issue to make a de- 

President. 
OK, you find yourselves, as we do in the Congress, and we will 

today in the Congress, divided; and two people believe this way, 
and three people on the other side believe differently. And, as we 
do in the Congress sometime, we water things down, and we dilute, 
and we come to a conclusion. You seem t o  think in the military 
that it is not good policy to dilute and water down, and you leave 
tu the Chairman of that Joint Chiefs of Staff the ultimate authori- 
ty of the Supreme Court, to use your example, to make that deci- 
sion. 

If two people are of this opinion, and three of that, we don't do it 
in the democratic principle like we do in the House, in which the 
majority necessarily rules. You would delegate to the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff the authority to make the ultimate deci- 
sion and to settle that issue. 

cision on, to advise the Secretary of Defense and to advise the 

Am I generally correct in that? 
General TAYLOR. That is correct. 
Bear in mind that under my recommendation any dissatisfied 

Chief could appeal to the Secretary of Defense. While I favor his 
device, as long as we have the Joint Chiefs, my preference is to do 
away with the JCS committee entirely. 

ize that committees have advantages as well as weak- 

that ought to be considered. They h a v e  the weaknesses of delay, 
compromise, and so on. And a military command cannot function 

better than a better decision too late when you command t r o o p s  in 
time of war. 

When we get to the interface between civilian leadership and 
military leadership, at the level of the National Command Authori- 
ty, clearly the military must adjust to the requirements of the po- 
litical leadership: but they must  be sympathetic to military needs 
and allow us to mitigate the disadvantages of a commitee if indeed 
we are required to keep the JCS system.  

I really believe my suggestions for strengthening the hand of the 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Ray. 
Mr. RAY. General Taylor, thank you so much  for coming today. I 

have followed your career through the years, and I have admired it 
very greatly. I am from the hometown of Gen. Courtney Hodges. I 
have just a couple of questions. 

nesses. They have the advantage of representing differing views 

on that basis operationally. A poor decision made in time is usually 

Chairman are sound and should facilitate business. 
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In your statement I noted that your views on restructuring are 
quite similar to those which are expressed in Congressman Skel- 
ton’s bill, H.R. 2560. 

That bill contains several provisions des ed to strengthen the 

proposal .  Most important is chat the Chief of Staff would control 
the joint military staff. As you know the JCS Chairman does not 
have a staff of his own. My uestion really is, with these increased 

his own? 
General TAYLOR. God rotect us from more staff. We should have 

one master military staff at the top of the military pyramid. They 
can give military advice to the President and to the Secretary of 
Defense, and the necessary staff support to the Chief of Staff. 

Let’s keep it as few and as simple as we can, I w o u l d  say. 
Mr. RAY. Now, General Jones had proposed that the Chairman 

be given greater control over the Joint Staff. What would be your 
opinion on that? 

General TAYLOR. I don’t think it makes any real difference. 
Mr. RAY. I see. 
General TAYLOR. No difference. I am sorr to say that some 

gon and not bother you here. 
Mr. RAY. Last year, you recommended that two Deputy Chiefs of 

Staff be created to assist the proposed Chief of Staff which you rec- 
ommended. 
You also stated and mentioned that, despite frequent disclaimers 

that have been made, service chiefs, but not the Chairman, have 
been overloaded by the combination of their service and j o in t  re- 
sponsibility. 

As you know, the JCS has initiated a system whereby each serv- 
ice chief serves as the Deputy JCS Chairman for 3 months on a ro- 
tating basis. Since they arc already overloaded, what do you think 
of this system? 

General TAYLOR. I realize that over the years the testimony of 
the Chiefs, generally, has been that they are not overloaded. 

My answer is that, if they are not overloaded, they are not doing 
their two job. 

It is simpl impossible to do all the things you should do as a 
double-hatted chief planning for the future, and meanwhile respon- 

sible for the readiness today of your service. So, I—incidentally. 
many of my thoughts, I am advancin I would not have derived 
purely based on my own experience. B u t  I read virtual ly  all the 
testimony of every witness who appeared before your committee 
last year; and was very much impressed by a civilian that knew 
very well, who when they were in office were v e r y  polite about 
this. They came out with cold, hard facts, and weren’t getting any 
advice in time from !heir Joint Chiefs So that my present  extrem- 
ism, if you want to cal l  it that, is based on the fact that most of the 
qualified witnesses. with no ax to grind, say that the JCS system 
has failed. 

I missed something in your question. What was it? 
Mr. RAY. I think you covered it to satisfy me, but would it be 

your opinion that the Chairman ought to have a full-time deputy? 

joint military staff which are not contained in the administration 

responsibilities, should the Chairman be given a separate staff of 

General Jones’ points should have been settled over at the Penta- 
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General TAYLOR. No. The last thing in the world. Why have an- 
other four-star man sitting around the Pentagon? 

Mr. NICHOLS. The subcommittee is going to recess just long 
enough to go vote, and Mr. Crane will be next, when we come back, 
sir. 

[Recess.] 
Mr. NICHOLS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
General Taylor, lab? ear you recommended, and Congressman 

the President and the Secretary. of Defense a vice in the fields of 
future and national pol icy and strategy. 
As you recall, the Investigations Subcommittee last year accept- 

ed your concept, and I believe maybe Mr. Stratton moved that that 
B o a r d  be created. 

Following the creation of that Board in our committee bill last 
year, however, you were somewhat critical of the formulation of 
the Senior Strategy Board that we created. 

Let m e  ask you. Do you stili believe such a body is needed? 
And, if so, do you favor the formulatior. in Representative Skel- 

ton's b i l l ?  World you comment generally on what you found wrong 
with the manner in which we created it last year? 

General T A Y L O R .  I do believe very much in the desirability of 
such a small group of elder statesmen with a background primarily 
in military strateg I would not bet a particularly wellqualified 
civilian like John McCloy, for example, to join with four or five 
carefully selected three or four-star generals or admirals of the 
thoughtful t y p e  Because you have four stars doesn't mean that 
you have thought v e r y  much or fought. very hard. You can do both; 
it would be nice if these men were equally good in both. 

I would be against a large committee, and furthermore I would 
never prescribe exactly how many. I think I said about five. But all 
should be chosen on quality; none just to fill a vacancy. 

If, indeed, they are willin to give up their major activity to initi- 
ate recommendations as well as respond to requests for study from 
the President, the S e c r e t a r y ,  or the Chief of taff, I have already 
said the concept is good. Finding these people is hard, but it could 

bedone. 
At first it could be tried without legislation, using a volunteer 

group of men without official status. If I were the Secretary of De- 
fense I think I w o u l d  vote to do that, and see to what extent able 
men could be kept busy at worthy asks and whether the net effect 
would be to have truly detached, impartial advice without service 

bias on subjects that don't require speed. 
This is where you are thinking a decade ahead, doing the kind of 

thing that many of them would like to do; but as I indicated before, 

Mr. Nichols. Mr. Ray, do you have any more questions? 
Mr. RAY. Y e s ,  sir. 
Representative Skelton's bill, in addition to placing the s t a f f  

under one Chief of Staff, provides a charter for the Joint Staff, and 
includes measures designed to protect the promotions and other 
career aspects of Joint Staff officers. 

The overall effect of Representative Skelton's bill would make 
the Joint Staff less dependent on service influence. The administra- 
tion bill contains no similar provision. 

d 
Skelton i n c l u d e d  in his bill, a National Milita Council to provide 

S 

they can't possibly do. 
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I just wondered if we could have your opinion on that. 
General TAYLOR. The quality of the Joint Staff, of course. has 

been controversial for years. I think that some misunderstanding 
exists on the part of some of the s e r i o u s  c r i t i c s  of this situation 

Some seem to think that the Joint Staff suggests that ou have 
That is far to have nothing b u t  young Napoleons in every 

from the case. Like any other staff, the Joint taff has many jobs 
which are very minor. The quality of the Joint Staff will always 
depend largely on the director, who has a very important job, his 

assistants, and the heads of the various staff sections. If those posi- 
tions are really like that, the whole staff is going to do well. So, to 
set up guidelines requiring that the services send only the very 
best of their men, that is not the way to do it. The services also 
need their best men in certain positions. 

I also have the feeling that some people think that you have to 
have been a Joint Staff officer to be an g o o d .  If, indeed, the serv- 

reason to believe they are not, an officer gets training for eneral 
staff work in schools like tke Army's at Fort Leavenworth. You 
used to have 2 years; now, they only have 1. They are swarter now 
than in my generation. 

But the preparation for service on any big staff is a preparation 
for service on a Joint Staff. The organization, procedures, and 
methodology of all senior staffs are about the same. Service on one 

uire continuous service on a general staff as was the 
case in the German Army where an officer would serve on the gen- 
e r a l  staff from the time that he was a lieutenant until a field mar- 
shal. 

S 

ices are doing their task in educating their officers, and I have no 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Hopkins. 
Mr. Hopkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
General, first let me say that I have been one of your fans over 

the years, and this ives me the opportunity to say so publicly I 
admire very much the contributions You have made to this coun- 
try. 

The question that I would like to ask you has to do with the 400- 
man statutory limit on the Joint Staff as proposed by the adminis- 
tration which wants t o  remove that 400-man imit. It is clear to m e  
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff has a very important job to do, and I 
don't think that we ought to limit that ability by the lack of proper 
staff. We in Washington don't seem to be very concerned about cut- 
ting back on staff members either it. the House or in the Senate. I 
don't recall in the few years that I have beer, here any reduction at 
all in the workload or reduction in the numbers of staff members, 
or salaries, or benefits. And yet we seem to limit one of the more 
important areas that we hove, not only for this country, but for the 
world. 
How do you feel about removing the statutory limit of 400 mem- 

bers on the staff of the Joint Chiefs? Do you agree with the admin- 
istration that that statutory limit ou ht to be removed? Do you 

General TAYLOR. I couldn't pick an ideal number: 400 sounds rea- 
sonable to me. 

Bear in mind, that prevents a Chief of Staff from getting support 
from his own service staff. 'That perhaps is not ideal, because you 

think 400 is sufficient? How do you feel about that? 
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like to feel that everything the Chief has got comes from a joint 
source, but it does no in ractice, and it never will. 

No, I was never worr ied,  really, about that figure. 
Mr. HOPKINS. Well, it just seems to me, General, that with the 

responsibilities that organization has, the Congress ought not to 
limit them to 400. 

As I told the Secretary and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff a few weeks ago, in my view if they need a few more mem- 
bers on their staff to do the job of protectin this country, far be it 

other areas in the Department of Defense, I think we coul look at 
closely as far as a money-savin device, but not on the think 

low an our par t .  
As you say, 4 0 0  may be enough. I don't know if it is or not; but I 

certainly don’t want to limit, in my opinion, people who know more 
a b u t  it than, I do. If they feel they need another 100, I told them 
to go get it as far as I am concerned. I just want to get the job 
done. 

General TAYLOR. Well, I thank you for your consideration. I am 
sure the Joint Chiefs all appreciated that in the Pentagon. Again, 
it is quite possible that you can all control so many things here an- 
nually, if ou ask of our account-how many officers have you got? 

tant by Congress. 

d 
from me to criticize them from doing that. There are many, many 

tank of the defense of this country. I think it would be very shal- 

That would make them realize the numbers are considered impor- 

But, again, I don’t think it makes much difference. 
Mr. Hopkins. Thank you very much, General Taylor. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Kasich. 
Mr. K a s i c h .  No questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. General, let me ask ou one question with refer- 

ence to the type of others that o to the Joint Staff. 

services as to, I uess. the quality of the officer that we send to 

officers that we have, and yet last year, I believe we had testimony 
from one branch of service indicatin that, because this was a 

of very best officers and that they sent some of their very best, and 
then they sent some, I suppose we would term it, mediocre officers. 

Would you comment on that? I guess specifically what I a m  
asking you is should a JCS Chairman be given the responsibility to 
select from the most outstanding service officers the people he has 

on his staff? I believe that provision may be included in Mr. Skelton’s 
bill. 

General TAYLOR. I might say that when i was Chief of Staff of 
the Army, I felt strongly about the n e e d  for excellent officers in 
the key positions, and not every place is a key position. 

And in the case of the Army, for the key posit ions,  when we had 
to nominate, I would ask among our best officers who had served 
on the Army staff for about a year. With this experience he should 
be well qualified for the Joint Staff level or above, operating as I 
indicated. That staff work is really, in terms of procedural matters, 
essentially the same. I forbade the Army staff ever to deal with 
him. I didn’t want the word to get around—I didn’t want  him to 

There seems to be some difference in philosophy between the 

that Joint Staff. In my judgment, we ought to send the very best 

smaller branch of service, the didn’t have a great preponderance 
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have the charge of being just an emissa from the Army. I did it 

well up there was goin to affect the decision that someday could 
affect the Army and th e other services. It was always made by 
good men, and the Army is repared to live with those decisions. 

Chairman-not the Chairman, but the Chief of Staff of the service. 
I would say the Chairman should have the authority to fire any- 

body without cause, and I would say if he is not compatible to his 
environment, if he is not doing a good job, send him back. That has 
never been done with that informal p r o c e d u r e .  If you fired Smith 
because Smith just might be a round peg in a square hole, ne 

I never thought to give the Chairman the right to select—in 
other words, to ask the services to send a list of the people they 
proposed to assign by their record. It is all right to do that, but he 
doesn’t know these men outside of his own service. He can’t judge 
the importance of the serious task they left, and it is just unfair to 
the services and to the Chairman to give them responsibility for 
which he does not have the background. I wouldn’t wai t  it as 
Chairman. I want it understood by my service Chiefs of Staff that 
they would be responsible for the quality of their own people and 
be able to look the Chairman and the Secretary in the eye, and 

Mr. NICHOLS. I appreciate your testimony very milch, because the 
thrust of what you have told us this morning is you think we ought 
to strengthen the Chairman of Joint Chiefs, give him a little more 
background, and give him a little more authority to run the show 
up there. 

Yet, you seem to have some hesitation in giving him veto power 
necessarily on who is coming to his Staff. The point is well made 
that he may never come in contact with Commander Smith or 
Colonel Jones, and he wouldn’t know these people. But you have 
testified that after they get on board, after they have served some 
months, and if their services are not such as he thinks he should 
have, then he ought to have authority to dismiss them. 

General TAYLOR. Right. 
Mr. NICHOLS. The reason I ask the question is that there are 

some officers who feel like an assignment to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff is sort of the end of the line, that this precludes any further 
promotions they might have. 

There are others who feel like it is a ticket that needs to be 
punched, in the vernacular of the military, if they are going on up 
the line. 

Are there any other questions from members? 
General TAYLOR. May I? 
Mr. NICHOLS. Yes, sir. 
General TAYLOR. One device turned out to be very good. It was 

President Eisenhower’s. He was very much impressed after World 
War II with the need for giving promising officers Joint Staff expe -  
rience. Joint didn’t mean just the Joint Staff, but a Joint Staff like 
the one in CINCPAC or in Europe, NATO, something of that sort. 
To this end he required that for every nominee for a general office- 

with self-interest in mind, because I felt that an Army officer doing 

As you say, it depends on the service and the individual and the 

might still have a very fine career. 

“I can vouch for these men.” 
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ition, a statement be made to the effect that this man had had 

Well, that had a major effect for the senior level. You could con- 
ceivably have used the same approach farther down, except as the 

rare that he knows anybody below the rank of colonel, for example. 
But, nonetheless, you have that reminder, that if this officer is 

good enough to be promoted to colonel, he should have had some 
joint assignment—a much larger field than just the Joint Staff, 
and that might be desirable. 

Mr. NICHOLS. The Chair will r ize Mr. Skelton at this time. 

I again want to express my appreciation to the General for shar- 
ing his thoughts, not just today, but with me on other occasions. 
You have been not only very helpful legislatively, but quite inspira- 
tional to me, sir. 

Eve one has asked all the questions to be asked except one, 

General, as you know, the bill that I propose does awa with the 

Chiefs. It abolishes the Joint Chiefs in essence and kee the CNO 
as the CNO, and kee 

And it seems to me pretty fundamental that they are either 
doing two jobs or they are not, and you can't compromise on that 
issue very well. It is kind of like, either someone is, or is not. There 
is no such thing being a little bit pregnant. You can't compro- 
mise this particular issue, so my point was strengthened, General, 
by some of the testimony last week. One of the gentlemen, mem- 
bers of the Joint Chiefs, indicated that they had two hats, but he 
said that he didn't have trouble turning his hat around and doing 
two job. 

Another one indicated that full time must be spent on strategy 
during times of war. Another gentleman indicated that a good part 
of the time the Vice Chief of Staff runs that service. 
So, it indicates that this is still a very basic problem that we 

must face. Would you elaborate and give us your thoughts on the 
wearing of the two hats? 

What type of serious problems does this pose unless we face that 
issue now? 

General TAYLOR. I believe in the change of 1958 to the National 
Security Act--the point was made, at the request of President Ei- 
senhower, that the Chiefs of Staff 've primary attention to their 
joint work, and leave to the Vice Chief as the man really running 
the show. 

Well, I was in that position as the Chief of Staff, and it sounds 
good. I had a very fine Vice Chief, and three very good Deputies-a 
ver good Deputy, every time. And I would give him any job to do, 

people if I sent  one of those men up to Congress? Not for a minute. 
They want the Chief of Staff. He has the responsiblity by law. and 
you can't take it away from him. 
So, an Chief I have over there would first be sure t h o s e  tasks 

Joint Staff experience of some sort; and if not, why not? 

officer corps are so large, in the Pentagon, a Chief of Staff-it is 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, thank you so much. 

which I would like to put to you. 

two jobs-that is the dual hatting of any one member of the Joint 

the Army Chief of Staff as the head of the 
Army, et cetera. It takes that second job away. 

and I would look at him. But do you think that w o u l d  satisfy 

for which he was legally responsible were done to the best of his 
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ability, ana then apply his efforts elsewhere, especially when you 
have a domineering Chairman of the Joint Chiefs as I had at that 
time. I could take my job away from him. 

Mr. SKELTON. Thank you so much, General. We appreciate your 
being with us today. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Lally. 
Mr. LALLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have just one question for General Taylor. 
General, last year, so man of our witnesses stated that in their 

ganization itself but in the personalities that composed the organi- 
zation. 
Now, you probably had more opportunity to work with the orga- 

nization and to view it over the years. 
What is your view on that point-that it is a personality rather 

than an organizational problem? 
General TAYLOR. Well, I have argued for years for the need for 

organizational change, but I hope I have always made clear that 
good organization and mediocre people will get no place. Good orga- 
nization should be designed to make it easier for good men to do 
their tasks, but in no way could it really replace the quality of the 
individual. 

view the weakness with the Joint Chiefs of Staff was not in the or- 

Mr. LALLY. Thank you, General. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Barrett. 
Mr. BARRETT. Thank you. 
General Taylor, in the last part of your statement. you were talk- 

ing about what position the Secretary of Defense should have in 
the chain of command, and you give three alternatives. 

Conceivably, he could be the principal assistant of the Command- 
er in Chief in all matters relating to the chain of command, or he 
might be a deputy to the Commander in Chief with such duties as 
the latter might assign. 

A third possibility is for him to be an independent command au- 
thority in the chain, just below the President, responsible to him 
for the combatant commands in all that they do. 

Could you give us your thoughts on which of those three alterna- 
tives that you lay out would be the preferable alternative? 

General TAYLOR. I r e a l l y — I  take it the negative-which is the 
worst one? No. 3. It would probably be unconstitutional. It has been 
suggested that something of that sort will take place. 

I would think that-it depends, of course, on what the President 
expects from his Secretary and his Chairman, and until we know 
that and get it into the law we can’t be sure how that relationship 
should then be related to the Joint Chiefs. 

The President may want the Secretary of Defense at  his elbow, 
an  able civilian with broad experience in the military field, to help 
him as an adviser. He should also want a military man to give him 
military advice at the same time. But this civilian could well be a 
deputy commander in chief doing those things that the President 
gives to him. I raise this point because I would hate to see the law 
so precise that the President must assign certain things to the Sec- 
retary, if he is going to be an assistant or a deputy. 
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I say this because in time of peace, as compared to war where 
conditions may be going to change so drastically, to have a Secre- 
tary doing most of the President’s military work in the chain of 
command as a deputy goes very well, and the poor President wants 
to delegate as much, more like a normal tasking to able assistants, 
and clear his own deck. 

But when war comes, the President-his major task is the war. 
Whether he is going to want another civilian between him and a 
military man whom the Nation holds as the spokesman for the 
Armed Forces, whether he would want him in between or not, I 
wouldn’t think he would. 
You may recall in World War II President Roosevelt insisted on 

doing business directly with George Marshall and with Admiral 
King. The Secretaries of War and Navy were withdrawn from the 
chain of command. 
May I say, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much-and gentle- 

men, I enjoyed it myself. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Thank you, sir. 
The subcommittee will stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at 11:56 a.m., the subcommittee is adjourned.] 



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, June 29, 1983. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Bill Nichols (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding 

Mr NICHOLS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
This morning as the Investigations Subcommittee resumes its 

have another distinguished milita officer as our witness. Adm. 

officer, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That position 
capped a brilliant naval career that began at the Naval Academy 
in 1929, included early assignments as a gunnery and an  engineer- 
ing officer during the 1930s, was distin ished by acts of bravery 

warded with the Navy's top p o s i t i o n ,  Chief of Naval Operations in 
1967. 

I might add on a rsonal note that I am extremely proud to 

my congressional district. He has an illustrious family. 
Admiral, we are indeed honored to have you with us this morn- 

ing. We are doubly appreciative because you were a witness last 
rance 

testify on the subject. 

to you, sir. You are a distinguished American. We value your testi- 
mony very much. You may proceed at t h i s  point, sir. 

STATEMENT OF ADM. THOMAS H. MOORER, U.S. NAVY (RET.), 
FORMER CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Admiral MOORER. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman. 
As you said, last year I submitted a rather lengthy statement. 

Consequently I do not have a statement today. But if the Chair 
pleases, I will simply summarize some of my points and then be 
prepared to answer questions. 

I would also like to say that I am very pleased to have a gentle- 
man like you as chairman of this committee conducting this inves- 
tigation because there are so many people that recommend so 
many changes in the military that have never heard gunfire. 

On the other hand, you are a man that has been there. Conse- 
quently, I know that you will understand the overall problems and 
structures of a command establishment. 
There have been some 20 studies, I believe, of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff since it was set up by the National Security Act of 1947. 

hearings on Joint Chiefs of Staff Organization, we are privileged to 

Thomas H. Moorer retired as the Nation's senior ranking military 

and heroism as a Navy. pilot in World War II, and was finally re- 

report that Admiral Moorer is a constituent of mine, coming from 

before us. Nevertheless, you have come back for a second time to 

So on behalf o I the subcommittee, I want to express our thanks 

ear. We have a copy of your statement from that ap 

(105) 
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These studies seem to come up with the same suggestions or recom- 
mendations that o something like this. 

First, we should have an organization that will give a unified 
view to the National Command Authorities; namely, the President 
and the Secreta of Defense. Well, in the first place, I would point 

years of military service, which was performed uring several wars 
and in environments which were somewhat different in terms of 
whether you are in the air or on the sea or on the land. 

And, consequent1y, it is important ,  in my view, that the Presi- 
dent of the United States receive not just a single recommendation 
but rather options cas to what would be the best course of action 
from which we would choose. 

Next, it has always been felt by many that the members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff should be separated from the services, on the 
grounds that they do not have enough time to perform both assign- 
ments. 
My position is that if you do not, cannot find enough time to per- 

form your duties as chief of a service and as a member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, you are not qualified for the job, because I think it 
is mandatory that t h o s e  who plan an  operation or plan strategy are 
burdened with the responsibility of executing it. And if you sepa- 
rate these two g r o u p  of officers, very short1 the members-those 

mation as to the state of readiness, the state of logistics and the 
capabilities of the units at the moment. 

And particularly in a crisis, where we are called on by the Chief 
Executive to deploy forces overseas, it is certainly necessary to un- 
derstand the state of readiness of these forces. I do not believe, that 
a separation of these assignments will provide such a connection. 
Now, it has been said by General Jones, I believe and others, 

that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff does not have 
enough authority. In my opinion, and based on my experience— 
which I will say was unique because I served a t  a time when this 
country was in a state of near anarchy. We had people 
b l o o d  on the Pentagon steps, lying down in front of automobiles on 

Constitution Avenue, throwin rocks through the FBI Building and 
Southeast Washington was plundered and ablaze. And the public 
was very disenchanted with the Vietnam War and consequently 
there were many litical turmoils that were created as a result of 
these extreme difficulties. 

Consequently, I would say, though, that never did I find that I 
did not have enough authority. Not once did I ever give an order to 
people in uniform or did I carry out instructions of the Secretary of 
Defense and the President without getting the very fullest coopera- 
tion of everyone in uniform, including not only the members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff but the unified commanders and those all 
down the line. 
So I contend that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with 

respect to those in uniform, has all the authority he is willing to 
take. 
Now, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is fazed with two 

kinds of problems. One is a problem which, of course, is not time 
limited in the sense that you are working up a strategic plan or 

d 
out that on the Joint Chiefs of Staff you have re resented some 180 

that are chiefs of services-will be the ones that have all the infor- 



logistics plan or reviewing and commenting on the programs of the 
services, that is, the personnel programs, the training programs 
and the equipment programs. And the other is a situation which 
occurs in wartime, which is very time sensitive. 

When I was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff I had in my 
home all of the communications equipment in terms of a secure 
telephone and a secure teletype where if a message came into the 
Pentagon, I received it almost as quickly. Consequently, on many 
occasions responding to recommendations and requests from the 
unified commanders overseas, both General Goodpasture, for in- 
stance, in Europe, and Admiral M c C a i n  in the Pacific, I would take 
action and inform the other chiefs later. Because  of the time differ- 
ences it would be high noon where they were, and it would be mid- 
night where I was. 

And in every case where it was time limited, and I reported later 
to the members of the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff, not once did they ever 
in any sense object to what action I had taken. 
So, as I say, I do not agree in any sense that the Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff does not have enough authority over the mili- 
tary forces. 

The next comment that was made has to do with the quality of 
personnel that are assigned to the Joint Staff. Well, there again, I 
would point out that-I agree that the Joint Staff should have a 
very high quality of people. But at the same time, when I was 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, if I was not satisfied with an 
individual, I went to the chief of the service concerned and I got a 
replacement. Or if he happened to be a new assignment, I just re- 
fused to take him. I said “Get someone else.” The Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, insofar as the quality of the people on the 
Joint Staff are concerned, has the alternatives of refusing to take 
people assigned to the Joint, Staff, of discussing the matter with the 
chief of service and getting a correction—I never failed to do that- 
and finally he can write a fitness report on an officer who does not 
perform properly and thereby affect his promotion, up or down. 

In that connection, I would say that I think it is very unwise to 
penetrate, you might. say, the service promotion system. Many 
people don’t realize that the military organization, is an institution, 
and the members of the military organization, the career members, 
believe and respect the promotion system to be absolutely of the 
highest integrity. 

I will tell you a little experience I had one time in this connec- 
tion with President Lyndon Johnson. He called me one day, and he 
says “I want you to promote my cook,” who was a Filipino. Of 
course, we observe very carefully the personnel in the White 
House. I said— 

Mr. President, I am not going to promote him because he did not pass the exam. 
We have 6 vacancies and 30 that did the exam. And if I was to promote him, 
despite the fact he failed the exam, then the whole integrity of the promotion 
system would collapse. 

I said- 
You can promote him if you w a n t  to because you are the President of the United 

States, but I cannot do it 
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He said he did not want to do it because he was afraid of getting 
in the paper. I guess. I said— 
I will tell you what I will do. You send him over here I will send him to school 

for a year and if he passes the examination, he will have a good chance for promo- 
tion. 

The point is you cannot have any side effects on promotion of of- 
ficers by permitting the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
specifically promote individuals that are in one or another service. 

Now, the Air Force tried that during the heyday of General 
LeMay. He would promote officers and the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, or the Selection B o a r d  of the Air Force, would pass them 
over and vice versa. The Chief of Staff of the Air Force would 
select for promotion officers who were assigned to the Strategic Air 
Command and General LeMay didn’t like that. So he wouldn’t give 
them the position. So you cannot have two promotion systems. It 
just simply creates turmoil, and it is not necessary. and it won’t 
work in a military organization. 
So by and large, after having studied the report of last year that 
Mr. Barrett was kind enough to provide to me, and thinking the 
matter over, I then took a very good look at the two bills that are 
before the Congress today, one submitted by the Secretary of De- 
fense, and the other submitted by Congressman Skelton. I would 
! 

As you know, the National Command Authorities are the Presi- 
dent of the United States and the Secretary of Defense. For some 
time, though, since the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff pre- 
pares all of the directives, relays the messages to the combat forces, 
he is in effect, as a matter of practice, a member of the Command 
Authority, and he should be. What this bill does from the Secretary 
of Defense is to formalize what has been a practice for some time. 
Consequently, I strongly sup rt that. 

Staff, after having attended a National Security Council meeting or 
having had a discussion with the Secretary of Defense, when a de- 
cision was made to take certain actions, I would prepare the direc- 
tive. But not once—and I can document this—did I ever send a di- 
rective to the uniformed forces to conduct a combat activity that I 
did not first get initialed by the Secretary of Defense. So there was 
no question of the fact that the Secretary of Defense was never by- 
passed. He was always aware of all combat action. I think that 
worked very well. 
Now, I have studied General Vessey’s statement, both the one he 

made recently and the ore  he made last year. And I support in toto 
everythin that he has said. I think that General Vessey is a very 
mature o fficer with great experience and great intelligence and 
balance, and I would think that his statement provides the best 
guidance I have seen for reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Therefore, I fully support H.R. 3145. 

Now I would like to turn my attention to H.R. 2560. 
Mr, Nichols Admiral, we have a vote on. We will recess and 

return in about 10 minutes. 
[Recess.] 
Mr. Nichols. The subcommittee will resume its hearing. 
Admiral, you may proceed, sir. 

to comment on each of those. 

Now, my practice, when I was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
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Admiral MOORER. Yes, Mr. Chairman 
I would like to now briefly discuss H.R. 2560. I must say with 

to Congressman Skelton, I think that this proposal is 
filled with booby traps. 
In the first place, we in by abolishing the J o i n t  Chiefs of Staff 

and creating a Chief of Staff of the Command Authorities. This 
Chief of Staff would be assigned in effect the task which the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff already conducts. But there it de- 
parts. 
First, the proposed bill states that the Chief of Staff of the Mili- 

Authorities would have a staff which would support the Chief 
of Staff only. I call your attention to the fact that during the time 
that the Chief of Staff was created in the National Security Act of 
1947, this particular committee, the Armed Services Committee, in 
their report said such an arrangement was repugnant to the Con- 
gress, and it was disapproved. 

But what really concerns me is, first, as ou know, I and other 

many senior officers and why the ratio of senior officers to enlisted 
men has changed so radically since World War II. And here we are 
about to, as I read it, create another six to seven four-star officers, 
the seventh one depending on who that person is in that council. 

Very recently the Secretary of Defense, Harold Brown, acting in 
response to the President’s directive, reduced the number of four- 
star officers. Now, first, we would have two officers as deputies to 
the Chief of Stat? of the National Command Authorities, and then 
we would set u a council. 

this proposal serious consideration, you give even more serious con- 
sideration to this concept of a military council. In the first place, I 
do not believe based on my experience, that you can sit over here 
in a group who do not have day-to-day contact with what is going 
on and have them redly be in a p o s i t i o n  to give proper advice on, 
as it says, national security, national and military strategy, and 
the responsibilities of the National Command Authorities. 

It says the council may act individually in providing advice and 
assessments in the same manner as the council may act as a b o d y .  

Well, I think you are going to have under those circumstances 
the President getting all kinds of under-the-table advice which can 
only lead to confusion. I must say that under this proposa l  which 
would set up this council I, rsonally, would not accept the as- 

nment as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or Chief of Staff 
would be completely sandbagged on many important occasions. 
In addition, the bill states the President may ap int one addi- 

tional member from among rsons. I would like to know who that 
person is going to be. T h e  Congress likes to use that word, and in 
the Freedom of Information Act it says ‘‘any person” can demand 
information from the U.S. Government, and that has led to the ri- 
diculous situation where the CIA now has a request from Khomeini 
to give him all the information the CIA has on the Shah. And so 
who is this person going to be? 

That is what I think should be clearly understood. Will he be 
their assigned chairman of the council after he gets aboard? And if 

people in uniform are continually questioned as to why we have so 

Now, I would recommend that if the committee is going to give 

of the Military Command Authorities because I think that you 



he is chairman of the council, then he attends the National Secu- 
rity Council meetings. And that will mean that you won’t have a 
single man in uniform present at the National Security Council 
meeting. 

So I think that this whole concept of having a kind of a super- 
council with, as I said before, a Wizard of Oz sitting over directing 
strategy and advising the President—as General V e s s e y  pointed 
cut so clearly in his statement, it is not reorganization that you 
must deal with so much as it is relationship between the Chair- 
man o f  the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the members and between the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the President. 
And I must emphasize, Mr. Chairman, the relationship between 
the Secretary of Defense and the President. 

Now, I had the misfortune to be Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff at a time when the P r e s i d e n t  and the Secre 
did not see eye to eye on many matters. Consequently, as Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I was frequently caught in the 
middle. The Constitution says that the President is the Commander 
in Chief. And Presidents, using that part of the Constitution, fre- 
quentl like to deal directly with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. On occasion, they would do that, at least Mr. Nixon would 
do that, and Mr. Laird would not be aware of it. And then I was 
faced with the roblem of telling Mr. Laird what Mr. Nixon told 

So I come back to the point, and I close with this, by saying that 
the problem certainly is not in the organization of the military 
structure. I think that there are many improvements that should 
be made and can be made. I think that they are within the prerog- 

of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, other than those recommendations or proposals con- 
atives of the Secre 

tained in the bill, H.R. 3145. 
But I don’t think that the Congress can pass a law or establish 

an organization that accommodates every personality, both politi- 
cal and military, that winds up assigned in these positions. And in 
the final analysis, I would say with some pride that I think under 
the circumstances the military people have done quite well. 

I would hope that we would never get into a military confronta- 
tion that was fought the way Vietnam was, because here was a 
conflict wherein the personnel were never really sure of what the 
national objectives were. On top of that, we had the atest detail 

about the problem. 
eat believer in civilian control. And I think that that is 

the way the Constitution reads and those in uniform are strict con- 
stitutionalists. However, I think that the military should be told 

what to do, but not bow to do it. In the Vietnam war we used to be 
told how many bombs to put on each wing of the airplanes and 
what kind of bombs to u s e  by people who had never seen a bomb. 

But I don’t know how you are going to solve that in a democracy 
if you have an administration that is manned by people, such as 
Secretary McNamara and his staff, who was supported by the 
President. 

me he wanted Mr. Laird to do. 

of instructions passed down by those who actually knew nothing 

I am a 
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And so my point is that it is not organization that is the prob- 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Thank you, Admiral Moorer. 
I first have to ask you about the President’s Philippine m a n .  I 

wonder if he ever got promoted. 
Admiral MOORER. Finally. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Let me ask you, Admiral, going back to your com- 

ments on the military council, as a distinguished military leader 
and former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, would you accept a spot if 
you were offered it on a military council? Would you not have 
some reluctance as a retired military, but one who keeps in close 
contact with the military, in-trying to advise or counsel with the 
current members who are now in authority? 

You have hun it up as far as the military. You have a tremen- 

that knowledge. And the argument has been made that all that 
knowledge shouldn’t o to waste. 

in sitting on a 
council like that whose job is to impart my a vice on ent 
people who are in the driver’s seat and running the show. 

I 
would refuse, because I would feel that I was unqualified to make a 
contribution for the reason that you point out. 
We live in such a highly technical world and such a fast-moving 

political scene that unless one has an  opportunity to read the dis- 
tches every day and to attend the meetings that go on at hi h 

fied, in my opinion, to give all kinds of advice to those who are run- 
ning the particular business. So I think that this council would die 
on the vine. 

I would like to point out one other thing about this council I 
notice. The bill here goes into great detail about the personnel, the 
Chief of Staff of the National Command Authorities. I t  says abso- 
lutely nothing about who is going to staff the council. If the council 
in fact is going to do all the things that the bill says it is goin 
do, it is going to need a staff almost as large as the Chief of Sta of 
the National Command Authority. 

And so what you are doing is just bloating the bureaucracy by 

and for that matter, counterproductive. 
Mr. NICHOLS. My next question has to do with the 100-man statu- 

tory limitation that is currently limiting the size of the Joint Staff. 
In light of your testimony last year and comments this morning, 
what do you think of the administration’s proposal to remove the 
400-man statutory limitation on size? 

Admiral MOORER. Well, first, in general, I believe that the Office 
of the Secretar of Defense and the Joint Staff are too large. On 
the other hand: as I told several Secretaries of Defense, if they 
would remove the question askers, I would remove the question an- 
swerers. 

But at the same t i m e  I don’t think that a finite number, like 400 
or 300 or 200 is meaningful because the facts are that by various 
means the  personnel would be, I think, produced, regardless of 

lem. The problem is always the relationship between people. 

dous amount of knowledge. All of us on this committee appreciate 

But I think I woul have some hesitation perha 
d 

d 

Admiral MOORER. Mr. Chairman, I would not only he. 

levels  in our Government, he simply does not know and is unquali- 

ff 

putting in another layer, which I think would be nonproductive, 
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whether it was a 400 ceiling or whether it was removed. As a 
matter of fact. I think defining now who is in fact on the Joint 
Staff, results in an accurate count of who you are talking about. 
So I think that I agree with the bill presented by the Secretary 

of Defense. I know our concern is probably that this would result 
in a big inflation o f the size of the staff. I don't think so. I think 
the staff is plenty large, myself. 

dmiral Ki was commander in chief of the 
Atlantic Fleet. And I at one time had that assignment. I noted that 
my staff was much larger than his. So I got a little curious. I had 
some people look into his filing s tern, how many subjects did they 
file papers under when Admiral Ki was commander of the A t -  
lantic Fleet? Well, my subjects were about 10 times greater because 
in the meantime we had the nuclear weapon, guided missiles, 
NATO, all of the various organizations. 

And so the world is expanding and the staff got bigger for the 
simple reason that there were man more subjects to deal with. 

I don't see—I really don't think But to get back to the s 
that the removal of the 400 will have any impact on t e size of the 
Joint Staff, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Ray. 
Mr. RAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral Moorer, your arguments are so strong, I am almost 

ready to take your recommendation. But we do need to get some 
things in the record. 

You argue very well that the present organization should not be 
modified since it works so well. Yet historically the Joint Chiefs 

have been unable to address two crucial areas: the allocation of the 
defense budget amo the services and, No. 2, the roles and mis- 

be there, if this represents a failure to deal with the issues which 
might indicate a serious deficiency in the current organization. 

Admiral MOORER. Well, I think that if you are going to have the 
Joint Staff or Joint Chiefs of Staff get down to s ifics as to every 
line item in the service budget, then you are really talking about a 
single service with a single chief of staff, which I don't think is de- 
sirable in an sense, in our democratic system. 

seta down the force requirements against the threat, with accept 

cated in the regular division of the Federal bud et. 
Rut I think it is important to list essentially what you would 

need if you really had a war. Then the Joint Chiefs discuss this and 
you come down to a lower figure, which is generally allocated b 

service. At least I am telling you how it when I was there. 
And next the Secretary of Defense what they call 

issues over each major weapons issues are d i s -  
cussed then one b one with the service chiefs and the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff and the Secretary of Defense, and a decision is made in 
that fashion. 

When you are dealin with technology-the Defense Department 

the headlamps and rotate them 90 degrees one year and they flat- 

Now, at one time 

h 

sions of the services. And I just wondered what your opinion would 

What the Joint Chiefs of Staff do is to first develop a plan which 

able risk. Now, that always, of course, costs far more than is allo- 

the Secretary of Defense in terms of what he calls bogies for each 

is not building automobiles. All the automobile people do is take 
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ten out the fenders the next year, but they really don’t change the 
automobile. Bu t  in weapon systems, you are always trying to-the 
customer is the main enemy. You are trying to equal his perform- 
ance or, better yet, improve on his performance. And so you are 
stretching the art all the time. It is not a finite science, and you 
are going to have mistakes and overruns and so on. 

But as I told one famous Senator one time who told me he 
thought we were building very low-grade weapons systems, I said, 
“If that is the case, why is it that the Russians want to steal them, 
and everybody else wants to buy them, if they are so bad?” Because 
they are the best in our system. 

But associated with that, of course, you have to have the mainte- 
nance people, and that relates to the education of our society. 

We have always tried to reduce the number of people by taking 
advantage of technology. But when you do that, that immediately 
creates a demand for very highquality people. You cannot have a 
plane chief of a $20 million plane that cannot read the instruction 
book, and that imposes a very serious problem. 

Now, I think that you are going to have to rely on the Secretary 
of Defense to finally make the decision as to what the budget—the 
allocations are going to be, because what we are talking about is an 
executive pyramid. As Mr. Truman says, “The buck stops here.” 

You are never going to get a system which just comes forward 
with everybody patting each other on the back and happy over the 
budget and so on, and this is exactly what we want. People keep 
saying the Joint Chiefs of Staff never gives a single bit of advice. I 
think it would be very dangerous if they always gave a single bit of 
advice. 

Now, your other question. 
Mr. RAY. The other question was dealing with the roles and mis- 

sions of the services. 
Admiral MOORER. I think the roles and missions in peacetime 

that appear to be sometimes a matter of contention are associated 
directly with your first question, the budget. The roles and mis- 
sions in wartime never become an  issue. I can tell you the time 
that we did the Christmas bombing, where we caught so much hell, 
but we got the POW’S back, we had 100 B-52’s, and 350 tactical air- 
craft over Hanoi within a timespan of 30 minutes. I don’t think 
there is any other country in the world could even approach that. 

The Navy cruisers were warning the Air Force aircraft that 
enemy aircraft were on their tail. The Air Force was assisting the 
Navy with countermeasures. And it was a classic operation with 
perfect cooperation. So I don’t think that the roles and missions, 
when you get into a war, will assume nearly the importance they 
do in the budget and the political arena. 
Mr. RAY. Thank you, Admiral. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Chairman Stratton. 
Mr. STRATTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral, do I understand you support the legislation recommend- 

Admiral MOORER. Yes, sir, fully. 
Mr. STRATTON. And this would put the Chairman in the chain of 

ed by the Secretary of Defense? 

command. 
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Admiral MOORER. He is in the chain of command by ractice, 
anyway. So it legitimizes, you might say, a procedure that has been 
in effect, at least was in effect in toto during the time I was Chair- 
man. 
Mr. STRATTON. That was what I wasn't clear about. My impres- 

sion was that the Chairman was sort of the fellow who would send 
out the instructions, but that he was not really directly in the 
chain of command. 

Admiral MOORER. The effect of that legislation is to guarantee 
that no directive will be given to the Military Forces to conduct 
combat action without passing through the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. STRATTON. You say this has always been the case. I wasn't 
aware of that. I am very much in favor of it, because, if I remem- 
ber correctly, one of the problems that occurred during the Cuban 
missile crisis was that the Chief of Naval Operations resented the 
fact that Mr. McNamara was in there trying to tell the destroyer 
skip rs where to go and what to do, as I recall. 

A d m i r a l  M O O R E R .  I don't blame him. I would have, too. 
Mr. STRATTON. I think if the Chairman is in the chain of com- 

mand, then he would be next to the Secreta and you would have 
a uniformed officer who would be giving the directions. 

Admiral MOORER. Yes, sir. I think, to go back to our int about 
the Cuban missile crisis, at that time, you see, Admiral Anderson 
was assigned as the director of that operation. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff was just beginning to come of age then. If you had this law in 
effect then, Mr. McNamara could not have assigned the Chief of 
Naval Operations. 

That was a kind of awkward arrangement in my o inion. I don't 

been done that way in my opinion. 
Mr. STRATTON. I have always been a little bit hesitant about this 

business of having the Secretary of Defense in the chain of com- 
mand in time of war. 

Admiral MOORER. Well, that creates difficulties, as I said earlier. 
If the Secretary of Defense, for personal or political reasons, op- 
poses what the Commander in C h i e f ,  the President, wants to do the 
problem is serious. I would like to point out to you there is a big 

States and the way a military man looks et the President of the 
United States. 

The people in the executive branch who have appointments here 
and there in the White H o u s e  and around about in the overall ex- 
ecutive branch look upon the President as the leader of their politi- 
cal party. They are always kind of maneuvering around as to what 
is going to happen in the next election and so on, and looking at it 
from that point of view. 

Whereas a military man, a career military man, looks on the 
President of the United States as the Commander in Chief, 
He is the man that gives them that directive. They do not have a 

litical overtone. And for that reason I think it is quite different. 
There is quite a different attitude and outlook. 
Mr. STRATTON. The other bill, Mr. Skelton's, according to the 

heading here, would establish a single Chief of Staff. This is some- 

think that is a good example of the thing. That shouldn't have 

difference in the way a civilian looks at the President of the United 
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thing that has been a bugaboo to many of us, and I am sure to 
yourself, over a number of years. I think it would be a mistake for 
us to go to the so-called purple-suited operation they have in 
Canada, for example. I am sure you share that view. 

Admiral MOORER. I think it would be an absolute disaster. I have 
already commented to the point it is absolutely full of pitfalls. It 
contains an arrangement which this Con ess, this Armed Services 

ing about now. So I agree with you 100 percent. 
Mr. S T R A T T O N .  Let me ask you one other question, somewhat 

timidly. Mr. Skelton has a National Military Council in his bill. I 
think you testified earlier that you didn’t feel that council could 
give very good advice because it wasn’t up to date, and you would 
not se rve  on it. 

I authored in another bill, in the previous Congress, a proposal 
for a national strategy advisory committee, I don't remember the 
exact title, which in my judgment would provide recommendations 
from senior retired officers, like yourself, who would have experi- 
ence. Although you and I are probably both too young to really re- 
member this, it would be something like the General Board in the 
Navy back before World War II. 

Would that kind of a body be in a position to be helpful, or would 
you oppose it in the same way that you oppose the national mili- 
tary council? 

Admiral MOORER. Well, I would oppose it for the simple reason 
there is no way these individuals—and I try awfully hard right 
now to keep up with what is going on. I h a v e  a terrible time doing 
it, because I don’t have access on an almost hourly basis, attending 
meetings and reading messages. 

I think so far as the general board is concerned, the Navy aban- 
doned it for that same reason, after the war. It was because no 
human can keep up with the technology and the new tactics, and 
particularly the intelligence, because you don’t get the intelligence 
once you retire that you need to advise properly on strategy 
Now, I, personally, happen to get it because I am a member of 

the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board. But as a rule, 
I would not. 

Mr. STRATTON. Thank you. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Britt. 
Mr. Britt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Congressman Ray asked the question about the budgeting. I 

would like to ask you a question which is only indirectly related to 
the reorganization, but which certainly impacts on it. As you look 
back, and you described the process of assessing the threat and 
trying to fashion a response to that, in your estimation has that 
process worked pretty well? 

You hear about the constituencies that develop for weapons sys- 
tems, you hear about the interservice wranglings and those kinds 
of things. In your perspective, as you saw that process at work, 
does the present budgetary system, the present process of trying to 
allocate resources for the national defense, work pretty well? 

And what in your candid opinion are some of the problems that 
we might focus on if there are serious problems in that process? 

Committee, already says is repugnant, w hich is what you are talk- 
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Admiral MOORER. Yes, sir, there are definitely problems. But if 
you o b a c k  to our basic concept of overnment, we have checks 
and balances. And I would be very alarmed if a service chief, for 
instance, did not support his programs. That is what his duties are. 
And the youn officers, for instance, would immediatel have a col- 

stance, wasn’t going to support a shipbuilding program, or some- 
thing like that. 

I just think in our system it is a matter of maintaining balance, 
based on intelligence. And I do think that there has been very sig- 
nificant progress made in the concept and participation in joint op- 
erations, wherein all three services work 

I don’t think that the Congress can devise legislation that would 
prevent an officer from supporting his particular environment in 
which he has served for 35, 40 years. And I think it would be very 
undesirable if such a 
So you start out to which has the capability 

of meeting several we cannot in my opin- 
ion devise our military forces around a single strategy and a single 
weapons system, because if you do, the enem becomes aware of 

have more or less pushed aside. 
This is the way the old general staff idea comes across, and 

people always cite how successful the Germans have been using the 
general s But I point out to you that the Germans also lost two 
wars. 

If we had a s tem of government where the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

something of that kind, you would ap roach this whole acquisition 

are not oing to attack anyone unless we get attacked first. So you 

And that I think is the ke point about why our s tem appears 

guments over roles and missions. 
Mr. Britt. What I am hearing is at the interservice level it 

works well; it works all right iven the fact that we are entirely 

At the service level, do you feel the process as it unfolds in plan- 
ning, trying to meet the threat, planning weapons systems, re- 
search and development, and the end product that we wind up 

iven our system of government, pretty well does that? Does 
it work well? Do we wind up with a proper response to the threat 
in our estimation? 

Admiral MOORER. Well, you are always oing to have—the 
answer to your uestion is ‘Yea.” But natur y you are going to 

like the Mark 48 torpedo. I was involved in the initiation of t h a t  
development in 1952. And about 10 years later we had a “60 Min- 

rogram saying how terrible it was and how much had been 
was Today it is the best torpedo in the world. 

What  I am saying is that for some reason the media in particular 
seem to—when you are testing a new system, they expect it to 

lapse of mor ale if they thought that the Chief of the Navy, for in- 

ether. That has pro- 
gressively improved since the Joint Chiefs of Staff was created. 

that and immediately will attack you in another area where you 

would my on May 5 next year we want you to invade Russia or 

of weapons and everything entirely differently. But we sit back. We 

have to be able to respond. 

to so many people to be developed on the basis of bickering and ar- 

defensive and not having any o ffense. 

have these “60 Minutes” programs and so on. You take something 
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work the first shot. And if it doesn’t work, they come out with 
horror stories about it. The point is, if you knew it was goi to 
work the first shot, you would not fire it in the first place. You 
have to make the tests to get the bugs out of the thing. And yet 
you get a tremendous media coverage of a failure of a test effort. 
So I would point out again, I re at, we are dealing with the very 

going to work. 
Mr. BRITT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Admiral, in your testimony last year I believe you 

stated that reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff could be a 
very decisive issue. Would ou explain what you meant by that? 

we have devised our entire government, beginning with the execu- 

and balance of wer, so to speak, that if you put one individual in 
charge of the w hole—in other words, go to in essence a single serv- 
ice, if not in terms of the same uniform, in terms of total and cen- 
tral control, I think that it would certainly destroy the relation- 

So you h a v e  got to have this close cooperation and understanding 
and mutual assistance if you are going to get the best out of the 

people as well as the best out of the equipment, itself. To me-I 

cussed would not lead to further cooperation and coordination, but 
would divide. 
Mr. NICHOLS. You have brought back a lot of memories to some 

of us on this subcommittee this morning in your reference to the 
Vietnam era, at which time you were Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
and Chief of Naval Operations. That poses a question with me. 
You were also dissatisfied with the wa the war was being con- 

ducted. But you were a military man, and  you followed orders. Did 
you at any time during those years in which you were somewhat 
unhappy in the way the war was being conducted from upstairs, 
did ou express your concern to the Congress on the conduct of the 

Admiral MOORER. Yes, I did, sir, on occasion. As a matter of fact, 
I got, you know, involved in this a couple of times and was told I 
was expected to support the administration. 

Well. I discussed this with Mr. Stratton before. Congress also 
asks: “Do you support such and such an action‘:”’ Well, of course, 
you have two alternatives in an executive pyramid. It is the same 

way-I am on the board of directors of Texaco. It is the same way. 
If one of the vice presidents cannot support the chairman of the 
board, he has two o tions. He can support or he can work for 
Mobile or somebody e lse. 

And so unfortunately there is not another military organization 
for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to work for. But 

es, I did. But I think the Congress never did question the 
details o how this wer was really being managed. 

I know Mr. Stennis, who was chairman of the Senate Prepared- 
ness Subcommittee, held a bi extensive hearing on this. I know 

in Chief Pacific at the time. He very clearly told the Preparedness 

frontier technology. Naturally the things a lot of times are not 

Admiral MOORER. Well, I think, again oing back to the fact that 

tive, legislative and judicial branches, on the basis of 

that General Vessey is talking about in his statement. 

said that because I thought the reorganization that was being dis- 

war? 

that Admiral Sharp came to Washington. He was the Commander 
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Subcommittee the target selection was improperly handled, and so 
on. After that, President Johnson never called him by name, he 
just called him “that man.” “That man is back in town." 
So I think that the Congress should ask questions along these 

lines, “If you were doing it, would you do it this way?’’ That type of 
thing, rather than say do you support—that is almost a stock ques- 
t ion—do you support such and such? 

But the Vietnam war was so bad in terms of how the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense interfered with the tactics in terms of, 
you know, telling how many aircraft to launch and how far they 
were to go, up to 20 degrees. Then if Le Duc Tho didn’t get the 
word, they let you go up to 21 degrees, and if he softened up a little 
bit, we would back off to 19 degrees latitude. 

That was all nonsense. No military person in his right mind 
would have operated the Vietnam war that way. It was a ridiculous 
situation when you look back on it, Mr. Chairman, to think that a 
country with fewer people than we have in two counties in the 
State of California, Los Angeles and Orange Counties, did what 
they did to the United States. It was ridiculous. We could have 
cleaned that thing out. 

For instance, I will tell you an example. The first thing we did. 
we spotted the construction of an SA-2 missile site. So I asked per- 
mission to attack it. I was told that this is a deterrent, they are not 
going to shoot at you with that missile, but if they do, we will let 
you attack it. By the time we finally got authority to attack the 
missile sites, they had built 8 of 16 of them, and it got to be an 
entirely different problem. 

We could have prevented the construction of those things in the 
first place by never letting them get the first shovel In the ground. 
But we were not allowed to do that. I can cite you many other ex- 
amples. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Ray, further questions? 
Mr. RAY. Admiral, we have had a number of rather distinguished 

witnesses before the subcommittee. Some have indicated the Secre- 
taries of Defense in past years have come to rely upon civilians for 
military advice because of the inability of the Joint Chiefs to agree 
on a central military roblem. 

advice isn’t quite true. I don’t agree with it, because I could cite, as 
I did in my statement last year, that the advice that we gave the 
Secretary of Defense and the President was never followed. 

I was Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet. I flew back to 
Washington with a request to mine Haiphong Harbor. That was in 
1965. And this was not approved. And it was not until 1972 that I 
was called in to Mr. Nixon’s office, and he said, “How long will it 
take you to make a plan to mine Haiphong Harbor?’’ I said 3 sec- 

written back in 1965. 
And here we were flying a thousand sorties a day, and we took 
just 26 airplanes, only 26 out of 1,000, and they were gone about 2 

hours, and they dropped those mines, and not one ship entered or 
left that harbor from then on until we, ourselves, went and took 
the mines out. 

Admiral MOORER. I think the statement they rely on civilian 

ends. We mined Haiphong Harbor wit R exactly the plan that I had 
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Now, had we done that—you see, the effect of failure to do that 
was as follows. Had we mined Haiphong Harbor at the outset the 
North Vietnamese would have been f o r d  to et all their sup lies 

railroads would have been very vulnerable to attack. But the facts 
were that the railroads were running at about 10 percent capacity 
at night, because they didn’t really need them. The minute we 
mined that harbor, they started overloading the ra i l roads  and we 
really knocked off the trains. 

But you could not do it if they could bring everything they 
wanted to in by Snip. The concern was always that it was the same 
way around Hanoi, at the airfield. We were never allowed to attack 
Phuc Yen Airfield because the Russian courier came in on Tues- 
day, and the Chinese courier flew in on Thursday. And all the 

the Mig-23’s and put them in that airfield, and we were not al- 
lowed to attack them until they got the wheels up. 

I could tell you stories like that all day, and tell you what a ter- 
rible ex r ience  that was for the country and certainly for me. 

STRATTON. Admiral, have ou ever written anything as an Mr. 
analysis of what went wrong in the Vietnam war, or do you know 

of any ood analysis? I have read Admiral Sharp’s book. I haven’t 

would certainly be very helpful as a matter of interest. 
Admiral MOORER. Mr. Stratton, I have dictated them and had 

them transposed. I have two books about so thick. But I am afraid 
if I ublish any of that, everybody will leave town. 

Mr. STRATTON. You would be on the best seller list. 
Admiral MOORER. I intend to do it sometime. But I have, yes, re- 

corded it all. 
Mr. Stratton. I ho you do. I think it would be very important. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Ray. 
Mr. RAY. One final uestion. In your opinion, what should be the 

main assi ment of a Joint Staff officer? 

the 400. I don’t think—I think about 3 years, I would say. But I 
think the authority should be granted if they want to extend it a 
year. 

down these numbers like that—just like 

be 55 or 65, or 25? I think trying to put a finite number on some of 
these situations like that is not too meaningful. 

by railroad, and that would have overloaded the railroads and the 

handwringers in Washington said ou might shoot down a Russian 
or Chinaman and we can’t have that. The North Vietnamese took 

read all of General Westmoreland’s. I think your observations 

Admiral Moorer. Thank you. 

Admiral Moorer. I feel the same way about that as I do about 

having 55 advisers in El Salvador. Who knows whether it ought to 
I just think to fla 

Mr. RAY. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Stratton, do you have further questions? 
Mr. Stratton. No, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr, NICHOLS. Mr. Britt. 
Mr. Britt. Just one question. 
Admiral, concerning one of the discussions that has occurred 

here, as to the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Who would be 
under the Chairman and would in effect conduct that hearing or 
conduct the business of the Joint Chiefs if he is not there? At the 
present time, as I understand it from the testimony we have had, 
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they are doing that on a rotation basis ,  where each of the various 
services handles that. 

Would you comment on your views on the advice  of a permanent 
Vice Chairman for the Joint Chiefs of Staff versus what is happen- 
ing now with rotating among the services? 

Admiral MOORER. In my testimon last year I opposed that. 

some more people. The minute you get a Vice Chief, he has to have 
a staff himself, and four or five officers, and the thing gets bigger 
and bigger and everybody starts taking in each other’s wash. 
So I don’t think we need a Vice Chief. You have a Director of the 

Joint Staff—and you have a flag or general officer that is the head 
of the Chairman’s staff. The Chairman, at least I did, has a staff of 
about six officers, very carefully selected officers of different serv- 
ices, and each one of them—I assigned each one of them an area to 
be responsible for. 

e came into the Pentagon, and they were 
coming in at the rate of about 600 a day, this individual was re- 
sponsible to bring to my attention any m e that affected his 

area. And so the other members of the Joint iefs understand— 
have available the same information. If the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff is out of town, one of the other Chiefs can clearly 
and effectively act as temporary Chairman. 
The system of letting each one have 3 months at a time, of 

course, eliminates the disadvantage of their coming and going too, 
and the individual knows for that 3 months he has to stay home. 
So I don’t think you need another four-star admiral and another 
staff. I just am opposed. That is the way this Government works. 
Any time anybody has a problem, they want to tack on a few more 
officers, hire some secretaries, get some filing cabinets and tele- 
phones and off you go. 

I think it is totally unnecessary. If I could be reincarnated and 
start over as Chairman and they gave me a Vice Chairman, I 
would tell him to go home. 
Mr. Britt. Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Skelton. 
Mr. SKELTON. Thank you, Admiral. I appreciate your being with 

us today. 
During the testimony of the Joint Chiefs, one of them testified to 

the effect that duri the time of war, a member of the Joint 

matters of strategy, in essence running the war, and leave the op 
eration of his service to the Vice Chief or the Vice CNO in the case 
of the Navy. Do you 

Admiral Moorer .  No, I don’t agree he would spend all his time. 
The way to do that is to delegate authority. One of the, I think, 

unfortunate trends that has taken place in the Pentagon, 
ning with the days of McNamara, is centralizing authority. He ad 
to decide everything. He had what we call—I call—the snowflakes, 
which were flying around. His staff would write up and say this is 
the problem and these are the three solutions, we recommend solu- 
tion A. The next paper would say C, and the next one B. They 
would alternate them around so they didn’t appear to be in a rut. 

Again, you know, the way we try to solve problem is always to add 

And any time a m 

Ch 

Chiefs, such as the CNO, would have to spend all of his time on 

T- 



121 

But nevertheless, they would have a couple no one would accept, 
and then the other one would be the one that they were supporting 
themselves, so obviously he would check it. Unfortunately, the cor- 
rect way to do it was the fourth option, which wasn't on the paper. 
So I think that if the Chief of the Service has a Vice Chief, he 

licy, and he shouldn't et involved in day-to-day details. 

Admiral MOORER. Yes, h e  runs, you might say, the operation. 
You have to remember that the Chief of Naval 0 rations, that is 

like you have in the Arm and the Air Force. 
But I think that one o the biggest mistakes a senior rson can 

make, be he chairman of the board of a corporation or airman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff or even Secretary of Defense, or what have 
you, is to et totally immersed in detail. 

of a carrier deck and a wale model of airplanes and see whether 
we were telling the truth about how many you could put on a deck. 
So I think that the senior man should delegate authority. I do not 
agree that the man dealing in strategy and so on wouldn't have 
time to guide his service. 
As a matter of fact, that is the whole point. He goes down and 

participates—he finds out what the next move is going to be, where 
the problem has been worked out with our allies, then it is his re- 
sponsibility to go back and make certain his particular service is 
properly trained and equipped to ca out its assignments in this 
strategy or extended strategy or new plan .  

to be responsible for the execution in my opinion. 
Mr. SKELTON. Admiral, during the time you were the Chief of 

Naval Operations, and then later the Chairman, was there ever a 
year when the defense expenditure went down or stayed the same, 
to our recollection? 

Admiral  MOORER. Well, my biggest difficult during that period 
had to do with the appropriation for shipbuilding. Mr. McNamara 
put out a policy statement that said we will buy for attrition and 
not for modernization. And this meant since we didn't have any 
ships sunk, we were not-we were not buying any ships. The Con- 
gress would robably be startled—in my last year as CNO, the 
shipbuilding udget was $800 million. But the budget, of course, 
dealt with taking care of attrition, procurement to replace attri- 
tion. 

Mr. SKELTON. So the Vice Chief runs the show. 

f 

a misnomer. There was a day when he was in fact the Chief of 
Naval Operations. But he no longer is. He is the Chief of Staff just 

Mr. McNamara, for instance, would sometimes get a scale model 

Ch 

If you have some person completely separated, you get back to 
what I said at the outset, that those who make the plans have got 

Mr. SKELTON. Thank you. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. McDonald. 
Mr. M C D O N A L D .  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your let- 

ting me sit in I was over at Military Construction Subcommittee 
hearings testifying. I was very pleased to hear that Admiral 
Moorer would be testifying before your subcommittee. I was anx- 
ious to hear his testimony on this whole matter. I found it very 
helpful. 

Admiral, you brought up a number of points that I found fasci- 
nating. I agree with Congressman Stratton regarding the fact that 
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these volumes of material, I think, would be very helpful, because I 
perceive we are continuing to make some of the same mistakes 
with regard to the matter of, not the civilian control of the mili- 
tary, but the civilian domination of tactics and execution of it as 
far as aspects of conflict are concerned. 

It looks like we did that in the Korean conflict, the Bay of Pigs, 
probably the missile crisis period, throughout Vietnam, and appar- 

this. It may be that by bringing the horror stories to light to the 
general public it will be corrected. 

In m thinking of this, with my background in surgery, I fully 
t at the atient has the full right over his own body as to 

whether or not he is No. 1, going to see a physician, and, No. 2, will 
take the physician’s advice. But once the decision is made that the 
patient is going to have the operation, it is at that p o i n t  you turn it 
over to the professionals to ca 

ing room saying, “Don’t cut in that uadrant, we want you to cut 

signment with those t pes of restraints, with friends and neighbors 

how to carry out a professional assignment. 
And it looks like that is the repetitive defect we have had since 

World War II. 
Admiral MOORER. I think your com rison is a very g o o d  one. I 

made the point that the military people should be told what to do, 
but not how to do it. And that was not the case, unfortunately, 
during Vietnam. It was not the case in the Bay of Pigs, as you 
point out, and it was not the case—I don’t think, I don’t know too 
much about the attempted rescue, except that that had certain 
characteristics which I personally would have opposed. 

But ou are quite right. We had that imposed in the great 

Mr. M C D O N A L D .  The reason why I particularly would like to 
bring this home is I am in a Reserve military unit. You will be 
ha y to hear, I suppose, it is the Navy, Admiral. 

The Reserve unit meets on Wednesday evenings. At the last 
Wednesday evenin meeting the basic presentation was the fact 

f l i c t s  and did in Vietnam, contrary to general opinion and contrary 
to propaganda. I think the general view of the Reserve unit was 
that that certainly flew in the face of everything we had been told, 

hing we knew, and I brought up the point of the number of 

nonprofessional or civilian control over the conflict of the war, 

I know Senator Goldwater placed it in the Congressional Record 
Admittedly it was a minute presentation or a condensation of the 
rules of engagement which were something like two volumes, about 
that thick. He placed a condensation in the record pointing out the 
enormous restraints by the nonprofessional over those who had to 
carry out the plan, and with the predictable result. 

Admiral MOORER. There is no question about that. For instance, 
the Chinese trawlers were carrying all kinds of supplies to the 

ently in the Iranian Desert as well. We don’t seem to have changed 

out the assignment. 
You do not have members of the patient’s family in the operat- 

in this quadrant.” No surgeon would undertake any surgical as- 

looking in who don’t have any background or expertise telling you 

detail: during the Vietnam war. 

that the military does have control over the execution of the =E- 

bombs 

itself, and the enormous restraints, the rules of engagement. 

on missions, and so forth and so on, as an example of the 
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North Vietnamese that were in South Vietnam. We were never al- 
lowed to attack them. All we could do is trail them and inform the 
South Vietnamese. If they violated international waters, then they 
would finally be taken under fire. 

Then we had a procedure called protective reaction, which meant 
in effect that if you were flying over North Vietnam on reconnais- 
sance you could not attack anything on the und unless they 

and you get back to our base, and you have bullet holm all 
through your wings and everything else, and you didn't know when 
it happened. 

But the rule was that you don't attack the man that is shooting 
at ou until he shoots at you first. And so, as I say, the restraints 
and the rules of engagement were nothing short of ridiculous. 

Mr. MCDONALD. Mr. Chairman, if I may just continue for a 
moment. 

Mr. Nichols. Without objection. 
Mr. MCDONALD. You mentioned the fact that, as Chief of Naval 

Operations or Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, you were at 
the upper levels of the command pyramid or executive pyramid. 
and that you would have to be part of a team, so ou basically sup- 

the way you would have conducted it had you been the one respon- 
sible for the overall decision. 

In retrospect, there were instances, not many, but there were in- 
stances of those low down in the pyramid who strong1 did object 

the war protesters. I am speakin of those that were assigned to 
the missions who objected to the fact that they were fighting a no- 
win effort, where there was not a clear objective. 

Particularly I remember Lt. Comdr. Larry Baldorf who came 
from a distinguished Navy family, his wife from a distinguished 
Navy family, Annapolis graduate, Navy test pilot, who finally 
began to write letters. You probably received some, Admiral Sharp 
received some, objecting to flying off a carrier deck carrying one or 
two bombs, bombing insignificant targets, and saying, "I am willing 
to fight when I fight to win, but I am not willing to play this 
game." 

I am just curious. Is that a point of frustration to you when you 
start r u n n i  up against that type of thing? 

when we were bombing Hanoi with the B-52's out of Thailand, one 
ilots refused to go. He had some hangup about killing civil- 

ians. ou have people—those kinds of situations come up, I think, 
in any war. 

Mr. MCDONALD. Baldorf was different. He was critical because he 
said we are not allowed to fight to win the war; we do not have an 
objective of winning, so why should I be here in an undeclared con- 
flict risking multimillion dollar planes, education, for an uncertain, 
unclear objective where my hands are tied behind my back in the 
process of my fighting? That is going the other way. It is a differ- 
ent situation. 

Admiral MOORER. That is right. He has a perfect right to say 
that. What I am saying is if we get into a war and you let everyone 

fired at you first. Of course, you know I have flown a lot of times, 

port the presentation that was made, even though it would not be 

to the conduct of the war. I am not speaking of the draft-dodgers or 

Admiral Moorer. No, it is not a case of frustration For instance, 
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express their own opinion, I am sure that hundreds of thousands of 
soldiers that fought in Korea, and fo ht in World War II, were 

their units and so on. 
But I don’t think—I think when you get down to low-level—you 

are going to get those kinds of things, and people can say that if 
they like. It is just like a conscientious objector in some cases. But, 
on the other hand, at the top, you have the option of supporting or 
resigning. In the political system, you can bet your bottom dollar if 
ou resign-and I have thought about that—they will put some- 
body in your place that never will oppose them on anything. You 

are not going to get replaced by somebod that will succeed in pre- 
venting the action that you are concerned about. 

Mr. STRATTON. General Lavelle tried that for a little while. I 
think it was the same sort of thing you were talking about. He 
wanted to knock out some substantial targets and he went ahead 
and knocked them out, but he wasn’t supposed to. 

Admiral Moorer. I think General Lavelle, he was tied up with 
this protective reaction rule, where he said in effect we are going 
to get attacks from this point anyway, so we will attack them first, 
which makes a lot of military sense. But his problem was a little 
different, Mr. Stratton, in the sense that when he reporkid-when 
they started the sorties, they did not point this out. This w a s  not 
put in the report. And I think that was what General Ryan found 
fault with Lavelle. There wasn’t a military man in the world who 
didn’t think what he had done was exactly right. But he in effect 
did not turn in an accurate report, and that is where he got into 
trouble. 

Mr. MCDONALD. Just one final point. In your discussions with the 
Secretary of Defense during your time as Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations or Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or in your discus- 
sions with the President, was it ever clearly stated to you, at least 
where it was clear in your mind, as to what the objective in Viet- 
nam was, or was that a wavering target? 

Admiral MOORER. No, I think you probably described it properly. 

containment policy, to stop the Soviets, or the Communists, rather, 
from spreading in areas of strategic importance to the United 
States and subjugating human rights, and so on, in the process. 

But, no, there was never a clear-cut statement of national objec- 
tives in that war. And I think that the oung soldiers, the people 

captains that had the combat troops in that heavy foliage, u for- 

unit fix, and they never got to know each other. The young lieuten- 
ants who were expected to mold these people together into a fight- 
ing unit—I think they had the most difficult assignment of any 
military man in the history of our country. 
Mr. M C D O N A L D .  Thank you, Admiral. 
Mr. Nichols. Mr. Lally. 
Mr. LALLY. Only one question, s ir .  To pursue Mr. Ray’s question 

about the reliance of the Secretaries upon the civilian staffs rather 
than the Joint Chiefs, last year witnesses, primarily former Secre- 

not exactly enthusiastic about some o f  t h e  things that were done in 

It was a wavering target. Of course, it was a spillover from the old 

that really suffered in that war. were the young lieutenants and 

ward. They were being rotated every year, so they never had any 
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tary Brown, cited the inability of the Joint Chiefs to provide crisp 
advise in a timely fashion. 

Would you have any suggestions or proposals as to how those de- 
ficiencies or problems could be overcome within the current organi- 
zation, to provide more timely and crisp advice, which Secretary 
Brown said he was not getting from the organization? 

Admiral MOORER. Well, I don’t know that Secretary Brown 
would ever get it. But I think, as I said before, you have got two 
kinds of advice: advice that is time sensitive, that has to be given 
instantly on the telephone, which normally comes direct from the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff-it should; and advice as to 
long-range advice on strategy and so on. 

And I think that again I come back to what General Vessey said 
in his statement-it is a matter of relationships. For instance, 
every President functions differently, and so does every chairman 
of the board of a corporation. 

Mr. Johnson, for instance, didn’t really use the National Security 
Council in the stated purpose in the law. He had what was called 
the Tuesday lunch. If you wanted to get an answer to a certain 
problem, what we were going to do, you had to attend the Tuesday 
lunch rather than the National Security Council meeting foliowing 
it, after essentially the decision was made. 
So unless the military people are given an explicit statement as 

to what the national objective is, and know where we are headed, 
they are never going to get any crisp advice. How can you advise 
when you don’t know what you are trying to do? You can make 
recommendations, which we did over and over again, about actions 
such as mining Haiphong Harbor. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were very, very firm on their statement 
that the Bay of Pigs operation would not succeed unless the Cuban 
Air Force was knocked out. The decision was made to not knock it 
out because it was based on a civilian field, and you might kill 
some civilians. So the first thing they did was fly out and sink the 
ammunition ship. And the people that went ashore against the 
Cubans only had the ammunition the had in their pockets. 

things like that from happening if the political masters want to 
change the rules at the last minute. But I guess Secretary Brown 
was talking about the Iran rescue effort. But, there again, in that 
particular case they kept insisting this is not a military operation, 
it is a rescue operation. So that put a different light on it. 

The next thing they did was to set these milestones saying if you 
don’t have a certain set of conditions at this point, you turn around 
and come home. But if you go, you go here. But then if you don’t 
have a preset set of conditions, you turn around and come home. 

In the old days, you heard the expression, “burning your br idges 
behind you.” In the old days, the kings used to make the generals 
burn their bridges behind them so they could not run back. But 
here instead of burning the bridges, they built a bridge every time 
they reached a new stage in the operation. 

I don’t think the Joint Chiefs of Staff can in any way prevent 

Mr. LALLY. Thank ou, Admiral. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Stratton. 
Mr. STRATTON. One more question. 
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During your time as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Mr. Bundy 
was the President’s National Security Adviser, was he not? And 
Mr. McNamara was Secretary of Defense. 

Recently, earlier this year we had testimony from these two gen- 
tlemen with respect to the size of the military budget. They made 
recommendations of eliminating a number of systems, such as the 
MX, B-1, nuclear carrier, I think virtually much of the shopping 

said that would save $135 million but would not impair our de- 
fense. 

My question is, on the basis of your association with these gentle- 
men during that period, would you feel that they had the expertise 
to tell us exactly what systems to fund and what not to fund? 

Admiral MOORER. Absolutely not. It boggles my mind that they 
could make such a statement. Mr. McNamara, when he was Secre- 
tary of Defense, in real purchasing power, had a larger budget 
than we are talking about now. And you have to realize, Mr. Strat- 
ton, that an administration or a President in office today, because 
of the long lead time, of which ou are well aware, associated with 
the development of weapons, d e p e n d s  entirely upon the weapons 
provided him by his predecessors. 

But it is his responsibilit to try to make certain his successor 
has at least the same or adequate strength to carry out whatever 
the foreign policy happens to be, or the policy of the country, and 
the security of the country. 
So I was astounded at what Mr. McNamara said, because he is, 

in effect, saying that Secretary Weinberger should not prepare his 
successor or President Reagan s successor in the same manner that 
he was spending money to prepare his successor, because—to cut 
out all those systems and so on. At least I will say one thing, I am 
consistent. I am appalled at so many people who take one position 
1 day and then they reverse themselves. 

Mr. BARRETT. Admiral, last year ou made the statement that 
you made our views known to the President. In other words, you 

you didn’t agree with the CS. 
Do you feel that is a responsibility of the Chairman? 
Admiral MOORER. Absolutely. It is a responsibility of every 

member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That is the whole reason for 
ple representing different kinds of combat environ- 

freeze out and prevent the military command authorities from get- 
ting information from everyone. 

Mr. BARRETT. But, of course, you as Chairman would have a lot 
more opportunity to give your advice because the others don’t see 
the Secretary and the President nearly as much. 

Admiral MOORER. I probably have more opportunity to sell m 
advice, but not more opportunity to give the advice. Because eac 
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is personally free, and they fre- 
uently did write a dissent. In other words, you know, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff really don’t vote. You have a Joint Chiefs of Staff 
position, but you could easily have, and often have, a dissent. 

And as far as the Chairman is concerned, what I did was, in the 
Chairman’s memo, tell what my personal position was. And I did 

list that we have received from the Secretary of Defense. And they 

J 
gave the President your 

ments. If they don’t agree-you know, the whole purpose is not to 

rsonal military advice, particularly if 

h 



that several times. I will 've you an example. I was very much in 

War, of establishing a joint task force in the Asian Sea. Well, I 
could not sell that to all members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

But anyway, I sent in my own recommendation. That is when- 

Mr. Barrett. You know, Admiral, the law doesn't even say the 
Chairman is the JCS spokesman, although that word is normally 
used to describe the Chairman. It merely says he informs the Sec- 

and the President when the Joint Chiefs of Staff have disa- 
But what you are sayin is that he is really responsible for 

Admiral MOORER. Let me tell ou how it works. 
I want to point out again, and I don't think everyone—I have al- 

ready mentioned it briefly, but the National Securit Council is, in 

any way he likes, just like any Chief Executive can run his staff 
just like he likes. And no two Presidents do it the same way. 

For instance, I told you about Mr. Johnson. They had the Tues- 
day lunch. Mr. Nixon, having been Vice President under Mr. Ei- 
senhower, set it up again essential1 like Mr. Eisenhower had it. 
But the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, at least when I was 
Chairman, went to every National Security Council meeting, every 
one of them. 

And what Mr. Nixon would do would be, you start out with, say, 
a briefing by CIA on the current situation; then you would have a 

description or statement by Kissinger as to what the issue was. 

But he never took a position imself, although I am sure e took a 
position privately, but never took a position at the National Secu- 
rity Council meeting. 

And then the President down the line—Secre- 
ta then the Secretary of 

Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, ask him what he thought. 

If when it got to me, if I knew that a particular individual on the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff w a s — d i d  not agree with the option they were 
talking about, I would sa it is my duty to inform you that the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force does not agree with this, or that he 
does agree, and I do not agree with it. In other words, I would tell 
him—if there was a difference among the Chiefs as to the opinion 
on the issue, I felt is my duty to call to the attention of the Presi- 
dent that these individuals did not 
So the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff did have an opportu- 

nity, as was pointed out, to discuss these points with the Secretary 

But I think—I don't think any President has had enough discus- 
sions with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I r e a l l y  don't. He sees the 
Chairman all the time, but he doesn't see the other members. 

I think an President would be better served if he talked to them 

I understand. But in the days of Nixon and Carter, I don't think it 
was very often. And I think it is very important. The P r e s i d e n t  has 
got a man chasing him around with the information relative to nu- 

favor at that time, and this was before the so-called Yom Kippur 

back before the 1973 war. 

ing an adviser in his own right, as are the others. 

effect, the President's staff. That is what it is. And he can run it 

h h 
And there are those who sup rt this and those who sup rt that. 

Defense, ask him what he 
of State, ask him what he 

with this approach. 

of Defense and the President far greater than the other members. 

more. I think Mr. Reagan has tried to do something about that, as 
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clear operations, since by law he is the only man that is authorized 
to use nuclear weapons. 

Consequently, I think the President, whoever he happens to be, 
should spend more time learning the mechanics of the operation. 

Mr. B A R R E T T .  Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, I might comment that last year, because of the 

sorts of things the Admiral has just gone over, the subcommittee, 
in looking at the quality of military advice—complaints that it was 
not good or timely, and these sorts of things—took steps to point 
out, and to put in the law, that the Chairman is an adviser in 
his own right, and to make that responsibility known. And I think 
Admiral Moorer corroborated somewhat what we did. 

Admiral MOORER. Yes. 
Mr. NICHOLS. Thank you very much, Admiral Moorer, we appre- 

ciate very much your testimony and expertise. 
If there is no further business, the subcommittee stands ad- 

journed subject to the call of the Chair. 
Admiral MOORER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would just like to 

say I have spent many, many hours with this committee and 
always found everyone most courteous. It is one of my fondest 
memories of the time I spent, going way back in the old days. We 
have had some very, very interesting chairmen. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Thank you. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

11 JULY 1983. 
Hon. B i l l  NICHOLS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Investigations, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your letter of 30 June 1983 which included a 

question to be entered in the record of your Committee's hearing on 29 June 1983. I 
will attempt to be as brief as possible but in my opinion the question focuses on one 
of the most troublesome aspects of our national command structure. At least this is 
the very firm conclusion I reached during my seven years as a member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

Your question is repeated below: 
Question. In your ju  ent  what should be the role of the Secretary of Defense in 

Does the present law need to be clarified on this the chain of command? 
Answer. The Constitution of the United States designates the President as the 

Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces to achieve the fundamental objective of 
the founders of our Democracy to make certain that the operation of the Armed 
Forces is under the firm control of the highest civilian in our government 

The National Security Act, passed by C o n g r e s s  on 24 July 1947 created the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense with executive authority over the Service Secretaries 
and the Armed Forces. This authority was significantly increased by tire Reorgani- 
zation Act of 1958. S ifically, referring to the chain of authority concerning the 
Unified and Specified Commands the Act states: "Such combatant commands are 
responsible to the President and the Secreta of Defense, or such military missions 
as may be assigned them by the Secretary of D e f e n s e  . . . " In addition, while the Act 
of 1958 did r e q u i r e  the Secretary of D e f e n s e  to delegate in writing to the many As- 
sistant Secretaries of Defense authority to issue orders to the Service S e c r e t a r i e s  it 
had one critical omission: The Congress did not authorize or forbid those in the De- 
fense Department hierarchy below the Secretary to issue orders to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff and the Unified Commands. Therein lies a problem that was evident almost 
daily during the Vietnam War. 

rience to date makes it clear that the present chain of command as estab- 
l i s h e d  by existing law depends heavily on personal relationships and attitudes. If 
the Secretary of Defense or his staff decide to preempt and overrule the professional 
recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff they can do so within the bounds set 
by law without the Commander in Chief ever being aware of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff position. In addition, if the Secretary of Defense and the National Security 

int? 

Ex 
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Council staff do not work together in close harmony, the Chairman and other mem- 
bers of the Joint Chiefs of staff could receive direct orders from the President which 
have not been transmitted in advance to the Secretary of Defense. The Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff is then faced with the task of “closing the loop” and 
making certain that the Secretary of Defense is in effect brought into the problem 
from the back door. During the time that the office of the Secretary of Defense has 
been in existence, i.e. since 1947, the above situations have come about. 

For instance, during the term of Secretary McNamara the Joint Chiefs of Staffs 
military advice was not accepted and, in effect, t h e r e  were occasions when the Presi- 
dent was urged not to accept their advice. This meant that the staff of the Secretary 
of Defense in fact became the agency issuing military directives dealing with highly 
professional subjects on tactics and military action in general, while the United 
States was engaged in a war. 
Immediately after I became Chief of Naval Operations in 1967, Senator Stennis, 

as a result of the broad difference of opinion concerning the way the air war against 
North Vietnam should be conducted, directed his Preparedness Subcommittee to 
hold hearings on the subject. I respectfully recommend that the members of the 
Committee carefully study the Senate Subcommittee’s report which contains the fol- 
lowing: 

“. . . the plain fact as the uniformed commanders’ testimony demonstrated clear- 
ly is that the civilian authorities consistently overruled the unanimous recommen- 
dations of the military commanders and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for a systematic, 
timely and hard-hitting i n t e g r a t e d  campaign against vital North Vietnam targets. 
Instead, for policy reasons, we have employed military aviation in a carefully con- 
trolled restricted and graduated buildup in bombing pressure which discounted the 
professional judgment of our beet military experts and substituted civilian judgement 
in the details of target selection end the timing of strategy. We shackled the true 
potential of airpower and permitted the buildup of what has become the worst, m o s t  
formidable anti-aircraft defense. It is not our intent to point a finger or to second- 
guess those who have determined policy but the bold fact is that this policy has not 

done the job and it has been contrary to the beet military judgment. . . as between 
these diametrically opposed views of the Secretary of Defense and the military ex- 
perts and in view of the unsatisfactory progress of the war. logic and prudence re- 
quire that the decisions be made with the unanimous weight of professional judg- 
ment. 

“It is high time, we believe, to allow the military voice to be heard in connection 
with the tactical details of a military operation.” 

The Senate Preparedness Subcommittee did not suggest that the command system 
was not working within the limits of the law. Rather it set forth clear reasons as to 
why the system was not working even though legal. 

During the Nixon administration the situtation became somewhat different. In 
this case the difficulty in relationships was primarily between the Secretary of De- 
fense and the President and members of the National Security Staff in the White 
House. Nevertheless, in both cases the result was often the same. It was difficult to 

inject military advice into the specific courses of action which were finally followed. 
In view of the above, Mr. Chairman, I recommend that the laws dealing with the 

chain of command from the Commander-in-Chief to the combat forces be clarified. 
At the very least the law should get the Office of the Secretary of Defense out of 
military direction of the Armed Services and make certain that the Commander-in- 
Chief and the Congress receive the unfiltered and unmodified counsel of the na- 
tion’s military leaders, as represented in the corporate body of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. (In my opinion, none of the last several Residents met with the Joint Chiefs 
on an eye to eye basis as often as necessary, although recently the situtation has 
significantly improved.) 

In order to facilitate the above, it is strongly recommend that the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff be designated by law as an official member of the National 
Security Council. This will insure the presence of a military professional during d e -  
bates over crisis management. 

(End of Statement.) 
Mr. Chairman, I would be p l e a s e d  to discuss this vital matter in more detail if 

you and your Committee so desire. In any event, I sincerely hope that the Commit- 
tee can change tire law in such a way that we will never again be involved in a no- 
win situation directed by those completely ignorant of military operations. The mili- 
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tary commanders should be told what to do but certainly they should not be told 
how to do it. 

Sincerely, 
Thomas H. Moorer, 

Admiral, U.S. Navy (Ret.). 
[Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned, subject 

to the call of the Chair.] 

[After markup, the subcommittee reported H.R. 3718, the 
“Joint Chiefs of Staff Reorganization Act of 1983.” The bill follows:] 
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I 

Union Calendar No. 234 

To amend title 10, United States Code, to strengthen the position of Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to provide for more efficient and effective 

operation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

A BILL 
TO amend title 10, United States Code, to strengthen the 

position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to 
provide for more efficient and effective operation of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
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2 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SHORT TITLE 

4 

5 of Staff Reorganization Act of 1983”. 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Joint Chiefs 

6 CHAIN OF COMMAND 

7 SEC. 2. (a) Subsection (a) of section 124 of title 10, 

8 United States Code, is amended by striking out “shall” in 

9 clause (2). 

10 

11 

12 

13 paragraphs: 

14 “(2) The national military chain of command runs from 

15 the President to the Secretary and through the Chairman of 

16 the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the combatant commands. Orders 

17 to combatant commands shall be issued by the President or 

18 the Secretary through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

19 Staff. 

20 “(3) Subject to the authority, direction, and control of 

21 the Secretary, the Chairman supervises the commanders of 

23 the combatant commands and acts as their spokesman on 

23 operational requirements. ". 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section is amended- 

(1) by inserting “(1)” after “(c)”; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new 
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1 CHAIRMAN OF JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

2 

3 United States Code, is amended- 

S e c .  3. (a) Subsection (b) of section 142 of title 10, 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

(1) in clause (2)— 

(A) by striking out “and assist” and inserting 

in lieu thereof “, assist”; and 

(B) by striking out “practicable; and" and in- 

serting in lieu thereof “practicable, and determine 

when issues under consideration shall be decid- 

ed”; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new 

clauses: 

“(4) provide military advice in his own right to 

the President, the National Security Council, and the 

Secretary of Defense; 

“(5) serve in the national military chain of com- 

mand pursuant to section 124(c) of this title; and 

“(6) serve as a member of the National Security 

council. ". 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section is amended by insert- 

21 ing “, except as provided by section 124(c) of this title, over” 

22 immediately after “or” in the second sentence. 

23 JOINT STAFF 

24 

25 United States code, is amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 4. (a) Subsection (a) of s e c t i o n  143 of title 10, 
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1 “(a)(1) There is under the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f  a Joint 

2 Staff consisting of officers selected by the Chairman of the 

3 Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Staff shall be selected in 

4 approximately equal numbers from— 

5 “(A) the Army; 

6 

7 “(C) the Air Force. 

8 “(2) Selection of officers of an armed force to serve on 

9 the Joint Staff shall be made by the Chairman from a list of 

10 officers submitted by that armed force. Each officer whose 

11 name is submitted shall be among those officers considered to 

12 be the most outstanding officers of that armed force. The 

13 Chairman may specify the number of officers to be included 

14 on any such list. 

15 “(3) The tenure of the members of the Joint Staff is 

16 subject to the approval of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

17 Staff. 

18 

19 out the second and third sentences. 

20 (c) Subsection (c) of such section is amended by striking 

21 out “, on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff“ and inserting in 

22 lieu thereof “in the performance of those duties”. 

23 

24 ing "and the Chairman” after “Joint Chiefs of Staff”. 

“(B) the Navy and the Marine Corps; and 

(b) Subsection (b) of such section is amended by striking 

(d) Subsection (d) of such section is amended by insert- 
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7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

5 

(e) Such section is further amended by adding at the end 

thereof the following new subsections: 

“(e) An officer who is assigned or detailed to duty on 

the Joint Staff may not serve for a tour of duty of more than 
four years. However, such a tour of duty may be extended 

with the approval of the Secretary of Defense. An officer 

completing a tour of duty with the Joint Staff may not be 

assigned or detailed to duty on the Joint Staff within two 

y e a r s  after relief from that duty except with the approval of 

the Secretary. This subsection does not apply in time of war 

declared by Congress or in time of national emergency de- 

clared by the President. 

“(f)(1) Subject to guidelines established by the Secretary 

of Defense, each officer serving as a chief of service or as the 

commander of a unified or specified command may have an 

opportunity to provide formal comments on any report or rec- 

ommendation of the Joint Staff prepared for submittal to the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff before such report or recommendation is 

submitted tu the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A copy of any such 

comment shall, at the discretion of the officer submitting the 

comment, be included as an appendix in the submittal of such 

report or recommendation to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. For 

purposes of this paragraph, the chiefs of service are the Chief 

of Staff of the Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, the 
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1 Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and the Commandant of the 

2 Marine Corps. 

3 “(2) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that the 

4 Joint Staff is independently organized and operated so that 

5 the Joint Staff, and the members of the Joint Staff, support 

6 the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint 

7 Chiefs of Staff in meeting the congressional purpose set forth 

8 in the last clause of section 2 of the National Security Act. of 

9 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401) to provide for the unified strategic 

10 direction of the combatant forces, for their operation under 

11 unified command, and for their integration into an efficient 

12 team of land, naval, and air forces.”. 

13 PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT PROVISIONS 

14 SEC. 5. (a)(1) Chapter 36 of title 10, United States 

15 Code, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 

16 new section: 

17 “§646. Consideration of performance as a member of the 

18 Joint Staff 

19 “The Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the 

20 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, shall ensure that offi- 

21 cer personnel policies of the armed forces concerning promo- 

22 tion, retention, and assignment g i v e  appropriate considera- 

23 tion to the performance of an officer as a member of the Joint 

24 Staff.”. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

7 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of subchapter 

V of such chapter is amended by adding at the end thereof 

the following new item: 
“646. Consideration of performance as a member of the Joint Staff.”. 

(b) Section 601 of such title is amended by adding at the 

end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(d) In the case of an officer who is selected for recom- 

mendation to the President for an initial appointment to a 

grade above major general or rear admiral, the Chairman of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall submit to the President, at the 

same time as the recommendation for such appointment is 

submitted, the evaluation of the Chairman of the performance 

of that officer as a member of the Joint Staff and in other 

assignments involving joint military experience.”. 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF TO BE 

MEMBERS OF NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

SEC. 6. Section 101 of the National Security Act of 

1947 (50) U.S.C. 402) is amended by striking out “the Direc- 

tor for Mutual Security’’ and inserting in lieu thereof “the 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff‘’. 
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